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PREFACE 


The centuries between the final redaction of the 
Talmud and the beginning of Jewish culture in 
the West is one of the most obscure periods in the 
history of the Jews of post-Biblical times. If we 
regard the literary productiveness of a people as 
the only standard by which to measure its culture, 
then we must confess that this was a period of 
decline; the Geonic epoch has not brought forth 
one monumental work. Yet, a period which has 
produced such powerful religious movements as 
^ Karaism and mysticism, and has for the first time 
' r made _ a serious attempt to harmonize Hellenism 
w ith-Talmudic Judaism cannot be considered as 
stagnant. The first step towards a correct under¬ 
standing of this period must be a clear comprehension 
of the institution which gave it its name: “the 
Gaonate.” With the exception of E. Saadia, who 
flourished toward the end of this period, we meet 
with no name of the first magnitude. But, the less 
important the Geonim were in themselves, the 
more important must have been the Gaonate to be 
able to impress its stamp upon several centuries. 
The fundamental question which we have to answer 
before we proceed to form an estimate of this period 
is: Were, the Geonim only heads of Academies, or 
were they representatives of authoritative bodies ? 

The first volume of this book presents some 
material towards the solution of this question. 
Granted that we will never be able to form an 
adequate picture of the activity of the Geonim, for 
the contemporary sources are too meagre for this 
purpose, yet I hope to have shown that the Gaon 
was more than the president of a scholastic institu¬ 
tion. The results of my studies are mostly directed 
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against the conception of the Gaonate as formulated 
by Isaac Halevy in the third volume of his Dorot 
harMshonim (Pressburg, 1898), according to'^whom'' 

'The Academies were only Talmud-schools, and the 
Geonim Talmud teachers. In spite of all his Rab¬ 
binic erudition and extraordinary critical acumen 
Halevy has contributed but little towards the under¬ 
standing of the Gaonate. His bitter attacks upon 
men like Rapoport, Frankel, Weiss, Graetz, and 
other Jewish scholars are but poor compensation 
for the lack of positive results. 

In accordance with my conception of the Gaonate 
as an autho xitatiYja--body, J have, in dealing with 
the literary activity of the Geonim, confined myself 
to their Halakic writings, since it is only in the 
Halakah that the authority of the Geonim found 
its full expression. In the chapter, “The Halakic 
Literature of the Geonim” (pp. 72-205), I have 
given a survey of the literary activity of the Geonim 
along the different departments of the Halakah: 
Codification, Talmud exegesis, Responsa, and Liturgy. 

’ I hope that my investigation about the Seder ft. 
Amrarn (pp. 119-54) will interest even those to 
whom the Halakah is either a terra incognita or a 
noli me tangere. Upon no other department was 
the activity of the Geonim so decisive and im¬ 
portant as upon the Liturgy,/yet even this branch 
of research remained uncultivated. 

Conscious of the fact that in many respects I 
have chosen a way which not all will be ready to 
follow, I only claim credit for having undertaken 
anew the examination of some important questions 
relating to the history of the Geonim, which may 
lead others to study this very obscure period of 
Jewish history. 

A considerable part of the material utilised in my 
representation of the history and literature of the 
Geonim is taken from the Genizah. There is no 
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exaggeration in maintaining that the discovery of 
the Genizah by Prof. Solomon Schechter was in 
no other department of Jewish learning so epoch- 
making as in the history of the Geonim. Prof. 
Schechter’s Saadyana (Cambridge, 1903) is a fair 
specimen of what we may expect from the Genizah 
for the understanding of the Geonic period. Indeed 
it is a veritable treasure trove for the history of 
this period. New Halakic material, however, has 
not been brought forth from the Genizah till now, 
and yet no one will doubt, except those who are 
given over to philological trifles or theological 
sophisms that it_is the Halakah alone which gives 
us a true mirror of That time : Especially is this 
the case with the CKesponsa) which deal with life 
in all its aspects. They'"enable us to penetrate 
into the study of the scholar as well as into the 
home of the everyday man. 

The second volume consists of Halakic Frag¬ 
ments from the Genizah now stored in the Taylor- 
Schechter collection in the Cambridge University 
Library, and in the Bodleian at Oxford \ The first 
thirty-eight fragments are Geonic Responsa 2 , which 
hitherto were entirely unknown, or which differ 
in some way from the form in which they have 
been known. I have disregarded such Geonic 
Responsa from the Genizah as are identical with 
those previously printed as well as those which are 
written in Arabic. With the exception of a few 
very badly damaged fragments, this book contains 
nearly all the Geonic Responsa from the Genizah 
in the above-mentioned libraries. 

The Fragments coming from the Bodleian were 
copied by myself, and I can therefore confidently 


1 Comp. Index s. v. MH'Vna and TyTMyrc—Pages 1-165 were first 
published in the Jewish Quarterly Review,- XVI-XX. 

* Frag. XXXIV is a part of R. Nissim’s Mafleah , which I have incor¬ 
porated in this book, as the Mafteali is mainly based on Qeonic Responsa. 
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vouch for their correctness in reproducing the 
original. For the copies of the Cambridge Frag¬ 
ments I am indebted to Ernest Worman, M.A., 
Cambridge. 

The Fragments reproduced here line for line, 
page for page, are preceded by short introductions 
describing the manuscripts and the nature of their 
varying contents. I have made it a point to call 
the reader’s attention to certain interesting Halakic 
views expressed in the Fragments. I was brought 
up in surroundings where the understanding of the 
Halakah was the chief subject of Jewish learning, 
and even now I cannot free myself of the view 
that the Halakah ought to be no less important 
than the correct spelling of an Aramaic preposition. 

The Appendix to the second volume contains 
nine Fragments (XXXIX-XLVII) of the Sheeltot 
and Halakot Gedolot. The importance of these Frag¬ 
ments in the study of the early Geonic literature 
is fully dealt with in the first volume (pp. 91-3, 
108-9), and also in the introductory note (pp. 349- 
62) preceding them. 

To facilitate the use of the Fragments I have 
added two Indices. The first, arranged according 
to the Shulhan * Aruk , gives the subject of the 
Eesponsa; those containing explanations of Tal- 
mudical passages are indexed at the end of this in 
accordance with the order of the Talmudical treatises. 
The second index is alphabetical, and deals with 
the historical or philological matter found either in 
the text of the Fragments or in the notes and 
introductions accompanying them. 

I desire to acknowledge my indebtedness to the 
authorities of the Cambridge University and Bodleian 
Libraries for courtesies shown me in connexion with 
the present work. 
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I. 


THE GAONATE. 

Palestine and Babylonia. 

“‘The staff shall not depart from Judah’—the Exil- 
archs who govern the people with the ruler’s rod; ‘ nor 
a lawgiver from between his feet’—the descendants of 
Hillel who instruct the people in the Torah.” This brief, 
vivid characterisation of the two great Jewish institu¬ 
tions of the Talmudic time, by a Jewish sage living at 
the beginning of the second century 1 , remained no less 
true in the centuries that followed. In spite of friction 
now and again between the later Patriarchs and the 
intellectual leaders of the Palestinian Jews 2 , the dissension 
never reached the point of causing a separation of the 
spiritual power from the worldly power in Palestine. 
Though the Patriarchs were not always the actual 
presiding officers of the chief academy, de jure they were 
looked upon, in Palestine and outside, as the spiritual 
heads of the Jews. For instance, the last important 
achievement that may be credited to the account of the 
Jewish scholars of Palestine, the fixation of the calendar, 
in the middle of the fourth century, is closely connected 
'with the name of the Patriarch Hillel II, and, as late as 
the second half of the same century, the surveillance of 
religious conditions in the Diaspora still lay in the hands 
of the Patriarch, as we may learn from the account of 
a Christian author of the time. The Patriarch dispatched 

1 Sanhedrin , 5 a; this anonymous Baraita must have originated in the 
time of the Patriarch Rabbi Judah I; the earlier Tannaim make no sort 
of mention of the Babylonian Exilarchs. 

2 Comp., for example, Yer. Sanhedrin , beg. of second chapter. 

I B 
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messengers, “apostles/* not only for the purpose of col¬ 
lecting moneys, but also, in the words of Epiphanius 1 , 
“ to maintain the observance of the law, and dismiss 
unfit archisynagogues, priests, presbyters, and ministers.*’ 

In _Ba bylo nia conditions were vastly different. From 
the earliest time there had prevailed a sharply marked 
dualiaCDu- -The Exilarchate, which could count upon the 
support of the non-Jewish government, was a political 
power and nothing more. It permitted no interference 
in its province, either from within or from without 2 . 
Beginning with the early years of the third century, the 
scholar’s estate developed more and more into an essential 
element in the life of the Babylonian Jews, though it 
lacked a unified expression of its authority. There were, 
indeed, the Academies, especially the two great central 

1 Epiphanius, Adv. Haer. f XX, 4 and 11, on the Jewish apostles. For 

details, comp. Hamack, Die Mission und Ausbrettung des Christenihums , 
237-40 ; Krauss, J. Q. R., XVII, 370-83; and Vogelstein, Monatsschrift, I XL, 
437 et seq. Apparently the Babylonian Geonim followed this example 
and sent out apostles. Rabbi Nehemiah Gaon speaks, in his letter dated 
963, of nVnpn bn rrmne rvuw uto Tpcn aiiunn jpin rroto ifo ua'p 't Vj? unto mm 
(J. Q. R. f XIX, 106). Likewise Rabbi Samuel Ibn Hofni speaks of 
rrrpin na'tzrn pD in one of his letters (J. Q. R., XIV, 308). This expression 
conveys the notion that the office of TpD was an old institution. In the 
year 750, we find Abi ‘Ali Hassan, of Bagdad, as “the head of the 
congregation’ 1 of Fostat (J. Q. R. y XVII, 438). The idea suggests itself 
that he was sent upon a mission by the Babylonian authorities. In 
another Genizah fragment, J.Q.R., XIX, 740, rrton D"nas 'a, “the apostle 
Rabbi Am ram 99 is mentioned, who, however, seems to have been deputed 
by the Palestinian Geonim. On the other hand, Rabbi Eleazar Alluf, 
in Babylonia in 850, who gave the Geonim information about Spain, 
was not a returned emissary of the Geonim, but a native Spaniard, as we 
learn from the description of him in Harkavy, soi, and Schechter, 
Saadyana , 76: uhp^n pa bxiow n -to at to wan mn tat. He 

went to Babylonia, and probably took up his residence there, for we find 
him there in 875 (Harkavy, l.c.). The custom of the Academies, discussed 
in G. 8., p. 303, of disposing in the month of Adar of the questions 
submitted to them from all parts is probably connected with the dis¬ 
patching of the messengers, as the Patriarchs also sent their apostles out 
in this month, according to Krauss’s correct observation ( 1 . c., 374, note 4). 

2 Sanhedrin , 5 a ; Yer. Baba Bathra , V, end ; and elsewhere. 
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bodies at Sura and Pumbedita, but they wanted the means 
of making effective powers of themselves. The Academy 
in Palestine, situated in the town in which the Patriarch 
resided, was the highest court of justice, no matter who 
and what the president might be at a given time, thus 
in a measure representing the' old Synhedrion 1 . In 
Babylonia, on the other hand, the importance of an 
Academy depended upon the learning of the presiding 
chief. So long as Rab Huna and Rab Hisda were con¬ 
nected with the Academy at Sura, it was in the lead, and 
Pumbedita was pre-eminent when it could boast of a 
Kabbah, a Rab Joseph, and other scholars of equal note. 
Yet, however brilliant the respective representatives of the 
Academies might be, neither of them could lay claim to 
exclusive authority. For instance, when the Academy at 
Sura, under the leadership of Rab Huna, was enjoying its 
palmiest days, many a scholar, like Rab Nahman and Rab 
Anan, refused to subordinate himself to its rulings 2 3 . 

This was exactly as it should have been. The truth of 
the popular saying, “ Knowledge is power,” has been verified 
abundantly in the course of Jewish history. Since the 
destruction of the Jewish State, it has been Jewish know¬ 
ledge that has always kept the Jews together, though they 
were scattered over all the continents. But to be a power, 
intellectualism must clothe itself in a concrete form, and 
for this there was no provision in the Babylonian Academies, 

1 Sanhedrin , 31 b, where inn rvn is not, as Rashi holds, some place or 
other at which scholars foregathered, but the Academy over which the 
Patriarch presided, as may be seen plainly from Ter. Berakot y IV, 7 d, and 

Yer. Sanhedrin , II, beg. 

3 Comp. Kelubot , 69 a, where Rab Anan addresses the head of the 
Sura Academy as pan win, which evokes many an unpleasant remark. 
Rab Nahman also speaks of pan rain, and, as Rabbi Sherira, in his 
Letter, 3a, 13, observes with fine insight, Rab Nahman did not acknow¬ 
ledge the head of Sura as an authority superior to himself. Also the 
passage Kiddushin, 70 a, throws light upon the relation subsisting between 
Rab Nahman and Rab Huna. He did not consult with the latter 
when he cited Rab Judah, the chief of the Pumbedita Academy, before 
the court. 

B % 
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as long as they were purely spiritual centres, destitute of 
every vestige of temporal authority. 

Keeping this state of affairs in mind, we cannot find it 
surprising that the Babylonian Academies were not yet 
able to take the place, as they afterwards did, of those 
in Palestine, when the latter entered upon a period of 
rapid decline, beginning with the dominance of the religion 
of love, the adherents of which extirpated the Jewish 
culture of the Holy Land with fire and sword 1 . 

The importance of the BabyIon ian_Acadernjefl dates 
from the so-called Geonic time,. To be accurate, it is 
about the end of the seventh century that they begin to 
appear as the paramount power of the whole of the 

1 In the Geonic time, the superiority of the Babylonian Talmud was 
acknowledged even in Palestine, in connexion with which the Responsum 
reproduced in G, S. t pp. 50-3, is of interest. Its author was a Palestinian 
scholar in the latter half of the eighth century, who, in his discussions, 
refers only to the Babylonian Talmud and the Gaon Rabbi Jehudai. 
Also in the Ben-Me'ir controversy the Palestinians appeal to the Babylonian 
and not the Jerusalem Talmud. Rabbi Paltoi, y # tt, 63 b, 40, expressed 
himself very harshly concerning certain Palestinian customs : p'H owd 
ndVm Djrra r6 wrtvch rvVi 'noNp no im «itt pru prim. His words 
give poignant expression to the decay of Palestinian supremacy in 
Babylonia. The last demonstrable case of Babylonians applying to 
Palestinians for a decision is that mentioned in HuUin , 59 b, for the 
Rab Samuel ben Abbahu of this passage is the Sabora of that name, 
who, according to Rabbi Sherira’s statement, Letter, 34, 18, died in 505. 
Neubauer's text has the incorrect reading rmrr m instead of iton 'n, as 
Wallerstein has it. On the other hand, Neubauer’s reading in the previous 
line, 'NDim:, is preferable to 'Dim, as appears from MSS. M and O of 
* Erubin , 11a, which have 'Din:, while in the parallel passage, Menahot t 
33 b, MS. M also reads 'Dim— a corroboration of Rabbi Sherira’s statement 
that the name has been transmitted in two forms, 'Din: and 'Dim. Halevy 
remarks, in Dorot ha-Riah ., Ill, 13, that Rabbi Sherira was so exact as to 
record so insignificant a variant as 'NDim and 'Dim! Nor can Halevy 
be endorsed in what he says (p. 7) about the colleague of Rabbi 'Dim, 
'Di' wax, whose name he changes into FjDi' 'i. The Responsum given 
in G. S. y p. 53, confirms the reading 'dv This unusual name was 

corrupted into 'Di' '1 and rpv \ which were more familiar forms to 
the copyists. Comp. Rabbi Aaron of Lunel, D"n 'tn , II, 194, who reads : 
r)DV n... pn: '-1, in Menahot , L e., the first undoubtedly corrupted from 
nan: = 'Din:, and additions to G. S. t p. 49. 
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Jewish Diaspora, and at the same time as a properly 
organised institution with well-defined rights and claims. 

A homilist of the Geonic period gives a telling descrip¬ 
tion of the importance of the t;wo Aca demies, the one at 
Sura and the one at Pumbedita 1 . “ God made a covenant 
with Israel/* he says, “ that the Oral Law shall never 
depart from his mouth until the end of all generations, 
and therefore the Holy One, blessed be He, established 
these two Yeshibot, that the Torah may be studied in 
them day and night. . . . These two Yeshibot h ave had 
no captivity to endure, and no religious persecution. 

^Neither Javan (Greece) nor Edom (Rome) has had power 
over them. Twelve years before the destruction of Jeru¬ 
salem [under Nebuchadnezzar], God sent the great masters 
of the Torah into exile, with Jeconiah, to Babylon, where 
the knowledge of the Torah has been cherished without an 
Interruption until the present day/* 

—This' great' distinction of the Bab ylonian Academies, of 
having maintained the continuity of the tradition from the 
Biblical t o the^ Geonic time, is a subject frequently referred 
fcTby the Geonim 2 . Nor can it be denied that the hege¬ 
mony exercised by the Babylonian Jews for about four 
centuries is due in part to the circumstance that at the 

1 Tanhuma , Noah. This Derashah is introduced with the words rib* 

na rmVin, which have no sort of connexion with the rest of the contents. 
The only possible explanation is that this homily on the importance of 
the Academies does not belong to the section Noah, but to the following 
one, t*? ~\b, the Pentateuch lesson read on the Nrair, the Exilarch’s 

reception Sabbath, on which a sermon was delivered by the Geonim, 
or, to be accurate, by the Gaon of Sura (comp, below, pp. 45-6 and 94). 
A favourite subject for this sermon was the duty of supporting and 
paying deference to the Academies. The Tanhuma passage cited is one 
of these sermons, one actually held on the occasion mentioned. In the 
older form of the Tanhuma , its place was at the beginning of the lesson 
-p "jb, the new section being marked as such in the usual way, by 
the closing words n: rvnVin of the previous section n:. In the 
course of the many modifications to which the TanJiuma was subjected, 
the piece came to stand in the middle instead of the end of the lesson n:. 

2 Comp., for instance, the anonymous Responsum in pan, IV, 73, which 
here and there agrees literally with the Derashah in Tanhuma . 
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time when Palestine ceased to be the spiritual centre of 
the Jews, Babylonia, with more justification than any 
other country, could boast of a steady development of 
Jewish culture extending over a period of several centuries. 
But to look upon the Gaonate simply as a direct continua¬ 
tion of the activity of the Amoraim, were as unhistorical as 
to represent the scholars, the D'DDn , of the Tannaitic 
time as another appellation for the disciples of the prophets, 
the DWaan 'an of the Bible. It is true the scholar had the 
same task to accomplish as the prophet 1 . Both were the 
teachers and spiritual leaders of the people. But the life of 
the Jewish nation during the period of the Second Temple, 
politically and religiously considered, differed so essentially 
from its life under the Judges and the Kings, that the 
respective leaders in the two epochs perforce show radical 
differences, in spite of a number of ideals held in common. 
And how far removed in character the Geonic Academies 
were from the Talmudic Academies will appear in part 
from the points about to be discussed. 


Salient Features of the Gaonate. 

Any Talmudic treatise selected at random will reveal 
dozens of authorities on every folio, who were neither 
I ) presidents of Academies nor connected with the Academies 
^ in any official way. From the rise of the schools in 
Babylonia under Bab until the death of the last Amora, 
Babina, scarcely a dozen names of heads of Academies 
can be mustered, though the number of Amoraim runs up 
to hundreds. On the other hand, if we examine the 
Geonic Responsa for a period of about 400 years, we 
shall find that the name of hardly a single authority who 

1 The following words of R. Saadia in Harkavy, Saadia , 158, are very- 
interesting : “ As the prophets led it [the Jewish nation] in their times, 
so the righteous lead it in their generations.” 
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is not a Gaon has come down to us *. A phenomenon that 
speaks volumes ! In the Tal mudic time th e Acad emy was 


1 MUller, in his Mafleah , has recorded Responsa by Rabbi Nathan, 
whom he considers the same as the uncle of Rabbi Sherira. But of the 
latter, Rabbi Nathan Alluf, we have no Responsa. The former, as will 
be shown below, p. 31, is Rabbi Nathan ben Hananiah, of Kairwan. We 
also have Responsa by Rabbi Dosa, the son of Rabbi Saadia, but it must 
be remembered that the Sura Gaonate is to be considered extinct after 
the death of Rabbi Saadia, barring only the brief period of Rabbi Samuel 
ben Hofni’s activity. It was natural, therefore, that Rabbi Dosa, the 
worthy son of his great father, should be considered the representative 
of the scholars of Sura, and as such should be addressed for decisions. 
The Rabbi Hezekiah ben Samuel, “ the grandson of Rabbi Paltoi,” men¬ 
tioned in G. S., p. 59, is doubtless identical with the writer of the letter, 
dated 953, which was published in the J. Q . R., XVIII, 401-3, and is not 
the grandson, but the great-grandson of Rabbi Paltoi, as was surmised 
by the present writer, before the publication of the fragment containing 
the letter, J, Q. R., XVIII, 225, which now establishes the true relation¬ 
ship. Whether this Rabbi Hezekiah wrote Responsa is questionable. 
However, as the words nniV® nroo, in G, S. t p. 59, would seem to indicate, 
he sent his essays on certain Talmud passages unsolicited to Rabbi 
Bahlul ben Joseph. But even if questions had been addressed to him, 
this would not have disproved my opinion; it was to be expected 
in the condition of the Academies at his time. Sura had no Gaon, and 
Pumbedita was divided between two factions, the adherents of Rabbi 
Aaron and those of Rabbi Nehemiah. The congregations that desired 
to keep aloof from the dispute had no choice but to address their 
questions to some distinguished scholar like Rabbi Hezekiah. . The same 
explanation applies to Rabbi Hofni, the father of Rabbi Samuel, Gaon of 
Sura, to whom a Responsum is ascribed in ‘/£<ur, I, 3 b. Rabbi Hofni’s 
activity as Ab Bet Din (of Pumbedita?) coincides with the time of 
Rabbi Hezekiah's. It is, however, very doubtful whether the passage 
in the 'Iftur should not read ':cn pb instead of 21b . Comp. Harkavy, 
Hofni , note 2. It should be noted that the remark made by Rabbi 
Hezekiah, J. Q.R., XVIII, 401, bottom .... c'api nro, refers, not to 
questions addressed to his grandfather, the Ab Bet Din Tob, but to a 
friendly correspondence. He speaks first of the mtav submitted to the 
Geonim Rabbi Paltoi and Rabbi Zemah, and then of the *ara addressed 
to Rabbi Tob. With regard to Rabbi Zemah ben Solomon, the Ab Bet 
Din of the Exilarchate who wrote Responsa, comp. G. &, p. 303. Of 
Rabbenu Hai we have Responsa dating from the time when he was 
1*21*; the reason he was called upon to write them was because his 
father, in his advanced years, transferred some of his duties to his son. 
The Responsa bearing the name of Rabbi Eleazar Alluf were not written 
by him; they are decisions of the Geonim transmitted by him to his 
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not an in stitution vested with rights and authority* it was 
only a gathermg^place for scholars. But during the Gaonate 
JheAcademy grew into a power, conferring dignity upon 
the presiding officer, and authority as well, while the 
influence of the outside scholar, who did not represent 
the Academy, was purely individual, effectual only in 
the measure of his personality. 

The point can be proved by more positive evidence 
than a mere argumentum ex silentio. From the remark 
about to be quoted it appears unmistakably that it was 
the ex clusiv e right of the Gaon to reply to the questions 
addressed to the Academies. Not e ven the the 

third in rank l , enjoyed the privilege. In a Responsum, 
probably from the hand of Rabbi Natronai 2 , printed in 
G. S ., p. 31, we have the following: IfD 

mm xbx —“ That he [Rabbi Simonai] did not 

write you regarding this question is due to the circum¬ 
stance that he was not the head [of the Academy], but 
only the Resh Kalla 3 .” Even in a case like the one dealt 
with in the Responsum under consideration, in which the 

countrymen in Spain ; comp. L*n, 130, and 26 b, 23. Rabbi “ Asaph ’’ 
(J. Q. R., IX, 689, top) is not to be emended to Joseph; he is the Rabbi 
Asaph who was the yid during the Gaonato of Rabbenu Hai; comp. 
Rjj., LV, 50. His opinion was probably given orally to Rabbi Elhanan. 
Notice that in J.Q.R. , l.c., he is called simply m, while the authorities 
preceding and following him bear the title Gaon. 

1 Besides “the seven mto ” (Rabbi Nathan, in his report, 87, 16;, 
the title of the seven most prominent members of the Academy, there 
must have been also “ the ton,” who took an active part in the 
instruction given at the Academy. It seems that Rabbi Hai occupied 
this office before becoming "fan; comp. Saadyana , 118. I do not know 
whence Harkavy, Saadia , 144, note 7, derived his statement that Rabbi 
Hananiah, the father of R. Sherira, became Gaon only after having 
occupied the offices of and 

* Comp. frt, 15, and Vow, III, 49. 

3 The subject of nro may possibly be Rabbi Haninah, so that the 
passage would read, “ that he [Rabbi Haninah] did not write it to you 
[that the was of his opinion] is due to the fact that, &c.” In any 
event, the inference to be drawn from the passage Is that the replied 
to no question, and even in a case like the one under consideration, the 
Gaon made no mention of him. 
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testimony of the Resh Kalla was of importance, the Gaon 
does not refer to him with a single word. The Amoraim 
had found it unbecoming conduct in the Patriarch Rabbi 
Simon ben Gamaliel that, using the singular in a formal 
announcement, he failed to include his colleagues ( Sanhedrin , 
na-b). What would they have thought of the official 
style of their successors, the Geonim ? Personal arrogance, 
it need not be said, can be charged neither against Rabbi 
Simon nor against the Geonim. In a college of scholars, 
the presiding officer is primus inter pares, but the Patriarch 
in early times, and later the Gaon, were the representatives 
of an institution that acknowledged one head alone 1 . 

In attempting to appraise the Gaonate, the transmission 
of the office from member to member in a limited number of 
families, is a most suggestive feature 2 . During the last 
three centuries of the Geonic period, or what was the 
Geonic period properly so called, we have, for example, the 
following data concerning the Gaonate of Pumbedita. The 
Gaon Dodai (761), brother of the celebrated Gaon Jehudai, 
bequeathed his office to his son Rabba, and no less than 
six of Rabba’s descendants occupied the position after him 
— his grandson Joseph ben Mar Rabbi and his great- 
grandson Mattathias in one line, and in another line four 
of his descendants belonging to successive generations, 
Judah, Hananiah, Sherira, and Hai, the first of them 
representing the fourth, or perhaps the fifth generation 
removed from Rabba 3 . Out of a total of 277 years, Dodajr 
and these descendants of his enumerated here occupied the 
Gaonate 102. 

1 There are cases on record which the Geonim decided in opposition 
to the opinion of the Academies, see Nahmanides, Milhemet , Kiddushin , 9, 
and 82, 226. The frequent references made by the Geonim to the 
customs of the Academies are to be taken not as marks of respect shown 
to colleagues and disciples, but rather to the institution as such. 

2 The data upon the Geonim families that follow, unless other references 
are given, are taken from the Letter of Rabbi Sherira as their sole source. 

3 Comp, below, pp. 70-1, on the de^-ee of kinship between Rabbi Judah 
and Rabba. 
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Besides this prominent family, claiming Davidic descent, 
there was another family of Geonim of great influence, 
the priestly family 1 to which belonged Rabbi Abrahaipx 
Kahana (about 750), in all probability the successor to 
his brother Natronai 2 . Rabbi Abraham himself was fol¬ 
lowed first by his son Hanina and his grandson Kahana, 
and then by his other son Abumai. Furthermore, the 
Geonim Ahai 3 , his son Kimvi, and his grandson Mebasser, 
seem to have been descendants of the same Rabbi Abraham. 

Sherira, our only source, was not interested in family 
relations, except as his own were affected, and whatever 
information we glean from him upon the subject he gives 
incidentally. There is no telling, therefore, to what extent 
the above Geonim families were interrelated among them- 
selves 4 , or how those Geonim who now appear isolated, 
outside of the charmed circle, are really connected with it. 
For instance, we are not acquainted with Rabbi Zemah ben 
Paltoi’s relation to the Geonim families, but Sherira tells 
us by the way that he gave his daughter in marriage to 
Rabbi Judah Gaon, the grandfather of Sherira. 

In Sura the Gaonate was in the almost exclusive pos¬ 
session o f thre& .families for a period of about two centuries. 
The Geonim Mari (777), Hilai, Natronai, Hilai, Jacob, and 
Joseph 6 (942), belonged to one family; Zadok (823), Kimoi, 
Nahshon, Zemah, and Hai (889), to the second; and the third 


1 In connexion with this, it may be mentioned that the Palestinian 
Gaonate also was in the hands of a single priestly family. 

2 Comp, below, pp. 21, 41, where arguments are given in favour of this 
conjecture. 

3 Perhaps Rabbi Kohen-Zedek and his son Rabbi Nehemiah, Geonim 
of Pumbedita, as well as the grandson of the former, Jtabbi Samuel ben 
Hofni, belong to the same family as Babbi Mebasser, so that the quarrel 
between the last and Babbi Kohen-Zedek, both of whom are described 
as Kohanim, was between two branches of the same family. Babbi 
Nehemiah (J. Q. R XIX, 105) seems to allude to his origin from a Geonim 
family in the words wttbico Vtusi. 

4 Babbi Hezekiah ben Samuel («/. Q. R., XVIII, 402) reports that lie 
was descended from a Sura as well as a Pumbedita Geonim family. 

5 In Harkavy, Saadia, 228, he is called D':wa p pw. 
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was the priestly family which furnished the Qaonate with 
four incumbents, Jacob (801), Abimi, Moses 1 , and Kohen- 
Zedek (845). 

Whatever view may be held on the subject o f hereditary 
geniu s, it cannot be applied to the case in hand. Among 
the Geonim it must be admitted that it was not always 
intellectual force, but rather the office, that was transmitted 
from one member of a family to another. What explana¬ 
tion could otherwise be offered of the circumstance that 
during the whole extent of the Amoraic period a single 
instance occurs of father and son, Rab Ashi and Mar, being 
presidents of an Academy, while the Gaonate was controlled 
by a few families throughout its whole history? There is 
no intention of blinking the fact that the claims of sons 
upon the offices and dignities of fathers have always received 
somewhat more than due consideration among the Jews 
since the most ancient times *. But this would still leave 
the frequent succession of the Gao nate from brother to 
brother unexplained 3 . For instance, Jacob and Abimi, 
brothers, were Geonim, and so were Zadok and Kimoi, 
though the father of neither pair had been in office. It 
remains, then* to explain the close transmission of the 
Gaonate only by the assumption that it came to be looked 
upon as the jrescriptivnxight of certai n influential families^ 
The same explanation would cover the phenomenon that 
the Ab Bet Din, the Resh Kalla, and the secretary of the 
Academy, so far as we know about them, also belonged to 
the Geonim families mentioned above 4 . 

1 That Rabbi Moses was a son of the Gaon Rabbi Jacob is obvious from 
the Genizah fragment published in G . S., p. 214. 

2 Comp. Sifra , Ahare , 83 b, ed. Weiss, and Midrash Tannaim , ed. Hoff¬ 
mann, 106. 

3 An interesting analogue to this succession by brothers is offered by 
that of the high priests in the Herodian time; comp. Biichler, Priester 
und Cultus , 107 et seq. 

4 Of the 1*2#, we know only six by name : Rabbi Joseph ben Mar Rab 
(Letter of Rabbi Sherira, 38, 12% Rabbi Zemah (comp. G. S., p. 203), 
Rabbi Tob (J. Q. R., XVIII, 402), Rabbi Hofni, father of Rabbi Samuel 
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In this respect the Gaonate approached the institutions of 
the.Patriarchate and Exilarchafe^vhich were the preroga- 

; i ' ■- { 

(J. Q. 12., I. c.), Rabbenu Hai, and Rabbi Abraham (12. &. J., LV, 52). All 
these, with the exception of the last, of whom we know nothing, were 
members of Geonim families, and three of them became Geonim them¬ 
selves—in view of which it is hard to understand how Halevy, 1 . c., 266, 
can maintain that the succeeded to the office of Gaon only in 

extremely rare instances. The three whom we may be said actually to 
know, Rabbi Joseph, Rabbi Zemah, and Rabbenu Hai, occupied the Gaonate. 
Indeed, in two passages, Rabbi Sheri ra (38, 12 and 15) remarks how 
extraordinary it was that the i*in Rabbi Joseph was disregarded in filling 
the Gaonate, upon which he had a claim by virtue of being “Tin.—W hat 
the duties and the nature of the office of the were, it is difficult 
to determine now. Its importance is attested by the fact that certain 
announcements and regulations were provided with the official seal of 
the Exilarch, the two Geonim, and the two i'in, as we know through 
Rabbi Natronai, 'Itfwr, I, 44 d. Another Geonic Responsum by Rabbi 
Natronai, or by his colleague of Pumbedita, Rabbi Paltoi, in ;*n, 20, also 
speaks of the 'irizr 'nwyo pH \-q renin, “ the four courts of justice of 
the two Academies,” that is, the courts of the Geonim and of the “Tan, 
and in Harkavy, 187, we find the two courts presided over by Sherira as 
Gaon, and Hai, his son, as Ab Bet Din, described as bw L'bvu D':n 'ra ' 3 tt? 

; while from the Genizah fragment published in G. S. f p. 386, we 
see that only the court presided over by the Gaon was called the rv2 
Viun pi. Apparently it was a courtesy extended to Rabbenu Hai 
personally, to give the appellation to his court in spite of its lower 
rank. The expression mmrn ire, or its Aramaic equivalent, «ruv.m Ml, 
is identical with Vn;in pi r.'l, as can be seen from Harkavy, 156 and 215, 
and I'en, II, 31. The i'in was, as is well known, wi H H2H, which 
stands for Nni'rrai mi h n:h. The chief judge of the Exilarch was also 
called mi h n:h, in his case shortened from nn*noi Ml H MH, which 
office, it is needless to say, has nothing in common with the other in 
spite of the similarity in the names of the two offices.—We are equally 
at sea as to the position of the abi S. Apparently the nbi 'n i"in pM 
of the Geonic time have some sort of correspondence to the triad of 
directors presiding over the Tannaitic Sanhedrin, Din i'in and 

the 'tt’bizn i"in pM in the Palestinian Gaonate. But as we have no 
definite information about the office of the d in (see the present 
writer’s article upon the subject, “ Jewish Encyclopedia,” s. v. Hakam), 
this correspondence gives us no clue to that of the Nbi '1. As will 
be shown below, pp. 47-50, the title i'i was conferred upon the heads 
of the Pumbedita Academy, in the time before they were called 
Geonim. Besides these, we know the i^i Rabbi Samuel, the great¬ 
grandfather of Rabbi Sherira, and Rabbi Amram, the maternal uncle 
of Rabbi Sherira. The mentioned in Harkavy, 201, the 
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tive each of a family. Another common point characterising 
the three institutions is ^ fiscal system. The Gaon received 
moneys like the Exilarch, and like the Patriarch in earlier 
times. In the Judaism of ancient days, and for hundreds 
of years after the extinction of the Gaonate, no fees were 
attached to the office of a teacher, especially a teacher- of 
advanced disciples, and still more especially if the teacher’s 
office was connected with the exercise of judicial authority 1 . 
Now, we know from Nathan ha-Babli (8a, 5 from below), 
that the Gaon received a fixed salary for his personal use, and 
also Rab Amram, in the Introduction to his Seder , tells us 
that one-half, or, according to another reading, one-fourth, 

grandfather of Kabbi Sherira (end of his Letter; not the grandfather 
of Rabbi Hai, as Harkavy, 409, calls him), was not a wto \ but secretary 
to the Academy, as we are informed explicitly in a Genizah fragment 
(J.Q.R., XVIII, 402). The same office was filled by the great-grandfather 
of Rabbi Sherira, Rabbi Judah, before he was appointed Gaon, the 
Genizah fragment just cited being authority for this statement, too. 
Again, the grandfather of this Rabbi Judah occupied the same position 
of secretary to the Academy, as we are told by Rabbi Sherira in his 
Letter (comp, below, p. 71). What the position of Rabbi Nathan was, 
the paternal uncle of Rabbi Sherira, it is hard to say. The latter calls 
him rp*>N, which may stand for ate S (comp. G. S., p. 237), but as his 
father, Rabbi Judah, was secretary to the Academy, it is probable that 
the son may have occupied the same office. In a Genizah fragment 
( Saadyana , 60) a rrnTO'rr in jra an is mentioned, whom Professor Schechter 
is disposed to identify with Rabbi Sherira’s uncle (great-uncle is probably 
a printer’s error). But this identification is opposed to the fact that 
Kabbi Sherira calls him and not Perhaps this Rabbi Nathan 

is identical with the Egyptian scholar Rabbi Nathan, Saadyana , 113. 
The to' 'a mentioned in a Responsum by Rabbi Hai, in Harkavy, 137, 
may be a Nta ,m \ or an He is probably identical with ton S, the 

father of the two Geonim, Rabbi Zadok and Rabbi Kimoi, who is the 
author of a Responsum transmitted to us in tobn, II, 77, as the present 
writer has proved in the Revis. Israel ., V, 11. The reading in 
should be F|cv . . . rvn TO 3 n. This is Rabbi Joseph ben Abba, Gaon 
of Pumbedita in 814. A son of Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, Israel (?), 
likewise was secretary to the Academy ( J . Q. R., 1 . c., 404, where winn 
means “our young son,” as in Saadyana , 118). Perhaps Israel is to be 
read instead of Samuel in Neubauer, Chronicles, 198, end. In the fragment 
in the J. Q.R. just cited, as well as in J . Q. R ., XIX, 106, the sons of the 
Geonim appear “ as an estate by themselves.” 

1 Comp. Maimonides, Commentary on Abot , IV, 5. 
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] of all donations sent to the Academy fell to the share of 
the Gaon x . Rabbi Nehemiah, in a letter addressed to the 
communities, begs them to send money for himself and the 
Academy 2 . Thus we have three witnesses, independent each 
of the others, testifying to the relatively large revenues 
of the Geonim. The same Nathan informs us that Babylonia 
' and the adjacent countries were divided into parishes, apart 

_of them under the jurisdiction of the Exilarchate, a second 
^ part of them under the Academy of Sura, anJ a third part 
under the Academy of Pumbedita. In their respective 
parishes the Exilarchs and the Geonim exercised the right 
of appointing the judges and other communal officers, and 
in acknowledgment of their sovereign rights a fixed annual 
revenue was exacted and delivered into the coffers of each 3 . 


Friction between the Exilarchate and the Gaonate 
of Pumbedita. 



These three points—roughly stated, the pre-eminence of 
the Gaon within the Academy, the quasi-hereditary character 
of his office, and the equipment of the Academy with power 
to levy taxes and appoint communal officers—prove abun¬ 
dantly that the Gaonate was by no means a purely scholarly 


1 Comp. Marx, Untersuchungen sum Seder des Gaon Rab Amram , I, n. 

2 J.Q.R ., XIX, 106; orfn 13*?. He speaks of mru, free-will offerings, 
mp'CD, fixed dues (comp. Rabbi Abraham Ibn Daud, 68, 4, bottom, rrp'DE), 
and O'ttJOin, “ fifths.” What is meant by the last cannot readily be 
determined. Perhaps the name originated in the fact that the con¬ 
gregations had five kinds of taxes to pay, viz. for the Exilarch, each of 
the two Geonim, and each of the two Academies. Dr. Poznan ski’s 
conjecture (1. c., 401), that a fifth part of the whole income of the members 
of the congregations was paid to the Academies, is very improbable, if 
only for the reason that the Rabbinical law does not permit more than 
a fifth of one’s income to be set aside for alms and related purposes. 
If the members of the congregations had sent one-fifth of their income 
to the Academies, there would have been nothing left for the home 
needs. Comp, also Saadyana t 118, where irpbno probably means u the 
portion due us.” 

8 Concerning landed estates and the revenues of the Academies, see 
J. Q.R ., XIV, 389, and XVIII, 402. 
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institution. What has been adduced enables us also to reach 
a better understanding of the continual friction between 
the Exilarchate and the Gaonate, and the not infrequent 
conflicts that arose among the pretenders to the Geonic 
office. Scholarly zeal, family pride, and material interests 
are factors of too great potency in the life of individuals 
not to leave their impress upon the course of history. In 
the Talmudic time, while the Exilarchate was supreme, 
without a rival, dissensions might happen to occur now 
And again between the temporal power and a scholar here 
and there, but with the Academies as Such the Exilarchs 
had nothing to do. The whole aspect of affaire changed 
in the period of the Geonim, when the influence of the body 
of scholars found concrete expression in the Yeshibot, the 
vested privileges of which constituted them dangerous rivals 
of the Exilarchs. The only historia n _of the GeQmc .tune^. 
Rabbi Sherira (36, 13), has this to say regarding the older 
"epocE^r^ir~pSriod: “The succession of the Geonim at 
Sura, up to the year one thousand (689), is not quite clear 
to us, by reason of the disorders and revolutions caused by 
the Exilarchs, who deposeGeonim and install them again 1 .” 

This statement of Rabbi Sherira’s, regarding the relation 
between the Exilarchs and the Geonim of Sura, is rather 
startling, for, leaving out of account the quarrel between 
Rabbi Saadia and the Exilarch David, which sprang from 
personal opposition rather than a conflict of powers, Rabbi 
Sherira himself makes no mention of any sort of discord 
between the Geonim of Sura and the Exilarchate for the 
three centuries following the date given by him. The 
appointment of Rabbi Samuel and Rabbi Jehudai, scholars 
of Pumbedita, to office at the Sura Academy (Letter of 
Sherira, 36, end, 37,5), is surely not to be taken as an act of 
hostility on the part of the Exilarch Solomon ben Hisdai 
against the Academy at Sura. It appears, on the con- 

1 Nntoisn ■* NTQiDnn, “ revolutions” ; this passage is badly corrupted in 
some versions of the text, and many an error has been caused by the 
confused reading. 
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trary, that the Exilarch was desirous of securing the most 
prominent scholars of the day for the Sura Gaonate, as 
Sherira himself observes. The vacancy at Sura in 843-4, 
caused by dissensions (Letter, 39, io), cannot be set to the 
account of the Exilarch; Rabbi Sherira would not have 
kept us in the dark had it been so. It must have been 
due to some internal disturbance in the Academy, which, 
it seems, was divided into two factions, partisans of the 
family of Rabbi Zadok and partisans of the family of 
Rabbi Jacob. The end was that Rabbi Moses, the son 
of Rabbi Jacob, gained the upper hand, while the son of 
Rabbi Zadok, a younger man than Rabbi Moses, assumed 
the Gaonate fifty years later. 

On the other hand, Rabbi Sherira records a numb<^ 
of conflicts between the Exilarchs and the Geonim j 
Pumbedita. About Rabbi Natronai I (719), Sherira saW 
(35, 6, below), that, encouraged by his kinship with t* 3 
family of the Exilarch 1 , he ruled the Academy so 
vigorously that the scholars of Pumbedita took refuge 
in Sura, and did not return to Pumbedita until after 
his death. A generation later (about 755) we hear again 
that the Exilarch, actuated by personal animosity 2 , passed 
by the claims of Rabbi Aha, later famous on account of 
his work Sheeltot , and instead installed his secretary 3 , 
Rabbi Natroi Kahana, as Gaon of Pumbedita. 

A serious conflict broke out in 771 between the Exilarch 
and the Gaon of Pumbedita, Rabbi Malka. Rabbi Sherira 
(36, 4) writes: wi'in 11 mnna— ki$>d 11—Kim 

»tm 'in 'Dp mm k'^j 'KJinK 11 id 11 'kit by Kmi^si wm 

K1$>D 11 1DSK1 Mllljn K'KO 'Kit D V KHKl'HD pHin JWl'KI 
11 ynb $>TK K'BO 'KJ11DJ1 py In view of the historical 


1 The exact relationship is not given by Rabbi Sherira. He probably 
was a son-in-law of the Exilarch. 

2 Ibn Daud, 63, 14: rvta nwtt? *:do. Rabbi Sherira must have 
meant the same, though he does not express it in so many words. 

8 Troon?, comp. c Ervbin , 11b, and Yebamot , 42a, where Amoraim are 
called wm?, which naturally cannot mean house servants, &e. 
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importance of this passage—it is the only instance trans¬ 
mitted to posterity of the Geonim interfering in a contest 
about the Exilarchate—it is worth while discussing it 
thoroughly, all the more as it has been completely 
misunderstood heretofore. 

Graetz renders Rabbi Sherira’s account in the following 
words ( 0 e 8 chichte , V 3 , p. 386): “ [Rabbi Malka] had deposed 
Natronai ben Habibai, when he [Natronai] was about to 
usurp the dignity from Zakkai ben Ahunai, who had been 
in possession of the office of Exilarch for some years past. 
The two Academies united in supporting Zakkai; they 
deposed Natronai, and he had to flee to Maghreb.” Weiss, 
in his Dor Dor we-Doreshaw , IY, 39, goes a step farther. 
He gives the following description of the incident: “In 
the time of Rabbi Malka a dispute occurred between him 
and the Exilarch Natronai ben Zabinai \ by reason of the 
fact that the Gaon had determined to make Zakkai ben 
Ahunai Exilarch. In this purpose he was aided and 
abetted by the Gaon of Sura. With united forces they 
worked to remove Natronai from his office, and put Zakkai 
ben Ahunai in his place, and they succeeded. Natronai 
was forced out, and, grieved by the dishonour done him, 
he left Babylonia, and settled in Palestine 2 . The cause of 


1 Weiss accepts the incorrect reading W'31, while Graetz properly has 
'»ran. Albargeloni, O’rrn 'd, 256, writes the name wan, as Eabbi 
Isaac of Vienna does in I, ii4d, though the source followed by the 
last, dtid , 28 a, reads 'uron. 

3 Graetz again displays his insight here, when he translates nyo with 
Maghreb, that is, Spain and North Africa, for Albargeloni, 1 . c., and 
the correspondents of Rabbi Hai cyTD, 56, where nc"t2? is a printer’s 
error for tied, 4 he Parma MS. and Albargeloni, rrvs' 'd 'e, 108, having 
the correct word tied) have the tradition that Rabbi Natronai went to the 
Maghreb. My colleague Dr. Friedlaender tells me that the Arabic writer 
Ibn Hazm, a contemporary and acquaintance of Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid, 
makes sport in his MilcU wa'n-Nihcd , I, 156, and V, 4, of the Jews who say 
that one of their sages went from Bagdad to Cordova in a day, and 
horned an enemy of their people there. There can be no doubt that 
this sage was Rabbi Natronai, of whom Albargeloni and Rabbi Hai 
alike report that he went to Spain by means of “pnrr ns>Ep. It is true 
I C 
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the conflict wa3, as we can see from the Letter of Rabbi 
Sherira, that Natronai was a scholar, and the Geonim did 
not care to have a learned Exilarch in office.” 

In the first place, Rabbi Sherira makes the explicit 
statement that Zakkai had been Exilarch many years 
before Natronai. Then, even if it were true that the 
Geonim opposed Natronai, which I hope to show was not 
the case, they were not conspiring against the Exilarch in 
office. On the contrary, they were giving him their support 
in his struggle with an usurper of his dignity. Graetz, who 
speaks in the body of his book (p. 174) somewhat vaguely 
of the conflict between Natronai and Zakkai as a “ quarrel 
about the Exilarchate between two pretenders,” is more 
precise in his note on the passage, in which he properly 
denominates Natronai a usurper. Halevy, in a long tirade 
against “the German scholars” (231-2), accuses Graetz 
of having perverted facts only to cast a slur upon the 
Geonim, yet he himself agrees with Graetz in his statement 
of the affair between the Gaon and the Exilarch. The truth 
is that Graetz, and Halevy as well, misunderstood the case 

that Rabbi Hai does not give credence to the story told him about 
Rabbi Natronai, but his incredulity extends only to the miraculous 
manner of his removal from place to place, not to the fact of his 
emigration to Spain. Albargeloni furthermore relates that Rabbi Natronai 
wrote the Talmud down, from memory, for the -use of the Spanish 
Jews. The statement of the great-grandson of Rabbi Paltoi, J.Q.R ., 
XVIII, 401, that Rabbi Paltoi sent the Spanish congregations copies 
of the Talmud and Talmudic explanations, in no wise contradicts 
Albargeloni. Even if it is true that Rabbi Natronai wrote the whole 
Talmud down for the Spaniards, it would not be at all remarkable 
to find that copies of the Talmud were rare in Spain a century later. 
One hundred and fifty years after Rabbi Paltoi, Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid 
(Ibn Daud, 72,2, bottom) had copies of the Talmud made and distributed.. 
On the subject of the circulation of copies of the Talmud in the time 
of Rabbi Paltoi, see G. S. f p. 295. The Responsum discussed there (p. 294) 
was probably given by Rabbi Natronai, the contemporary of Rabbi Paltoi. 
Briill, Jahrbiicher, IX, 117, attributes the opposition of the Geonim to 
Rabbi Natronai to the fact of his putting the Talmud into writing. 
They insisted upon oral transmission. But how could they have divined 
what he would do after leaving Babylonia ? 
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completely. With historic insight Graetz ( 1 . c.) recognised 
the difficulty in Sherira’s words: aota in nttBfcO wuyi 

*OTUM1 py. Connecting the death of Rabbi 
Malka with the departure of Rabbi Natronai for the 
myD is altogether inexplicable, and the solution of the 
difficulty offered by Graetz not at all satisfying. But this 
is far from being the only knotty point in the passage in 
which Sherira mentions the occurrence. He begins his 
description with the words, “And Rabbi Malka deposed 
Natronai,” and continues with the statement that the two 
Academies, in joint session, attended also by the Exilarch 
Zakkai, deposed the opponent of the latter, the same 
Natronai. But if both Academies made common cause 
against Natronai, then why should Rabbi Malka be 
singled out as the one to depose Natronai? It is clear 
that Sherira speaks of the activity of Rabbi Malka in 
the first sentence, and in the second sentence of the 
activity of the two Academies, which makes good sense 
only if Rabbi Malka acted in opposition to the two 
Academies. And that is exactly what Sherira reports. 
by ♦ ♦ . b rr»nriN does not mean “to depose,” but, on the 
contrary, to install one in office in opposition to another. 
Sherira himself corroborates this linguistic usage on the 
next page (38, u): no by 'mnnw . ♦. pmp an no nnnn 
*|DV >1*1— “and after him Rabbi Isaac officiated as Gaon, 
whom they [the Academy and the Exilarch] installed in 
opposition to Rabbi Joseph.” Sherira goes on to explain 
that Rabbi Joseph, by reason of his position, learning, 
and descent, had a claim upon the Gaonate, but that the 
Exilarch had ordained Rabbi Isaac as Gaon “ over him.” In 
the light of these facts the passage regarding Rabbi Malka 
in Sherira’s Letter reads as follows: “ And he [Rabbi 
Malka] installed Natronai ben Habibai as Exilarch in 
opposition to the Exilarch Zakkai ben Ahunai, who had 
been vested with the office for some years. The two 
Academies, on the other hand, assembled in joint session, 
Zakkai also being present, deposed him. Accordingly, when 

c 2 
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Rabbi Malka departed this life, the Exilarch Natronai 
emigrated to the West/’ 

This case anticipates the later one of Rabbi Saadia, 
when he made Hassan Exilarch in opposition to David, 
who had been holding the office for many a long year. 
And as, at the time of Saadia, the two Academies, 
yielding to the pressure brought to bear by the Exilarch 
David, divested Saadia and Hassan of their dignities, so 
also it happened at the time of Rabbi Malka, for WUjn, 
as the correct texts read, refers to Rabbi Malka: “They 
[the Academies] together with the Exilarch deposed him 
[Rabbi Malka]/* Later copyists, who went astray in the 
same way as the modem historians, added after 

Wiajn 1 . Naturally, it cannot be supposed that Rabbi 
Malka acted single-handed in his opposition to the reigning 
Exilarch and the Academies. He must surely have had 
his followers, like Rabbi Saadia during his suspension 
from office, and it is not at all unlikely that he would 
have come out victor in the end, as Rabbi Saadia suc¬ 
ceeded in his struggle, had he not fallen during the fray. 
And his death was the reason that made Rabbi Natronai 
go to the West. He had to give up the contest after his 
main support, Rabbi Malka, had passed away. 

{The accusation against the Geonim, that they incited 
quarrels with the Exilarchate when the incumbent was 
a scholar, is wholly unfounded. If history were written 
according to such methods, the inquirer would reach the 
opposite result, that the partisanship of the Geonim for 
one close to them in intellectual interests led them to 

1 But even if *NDVflD 3 *> wovt were proved to be the correct reading, the 
other assertion, that Rabbi Malka was not the opponent, but rather 
the friend, of Rabbi Natronai, remains unassailed. It is, however, 
inconceivable that Rabbi Sherira should have used the expression Tmaw 
of an usurper, seeing that with him, as for instance 36, 9, it has the 
meaning of removing one from an office legitimately held. And it 
would be an absurdity to say that u the Exilarch removed the counter- 
Exilarch from office," as though a pretender would acknowledge the 
legitimacy of his opponent. 
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prefer a learned to an unlearned Exilarch. Now we 
know that the quarrel about the Exilarchate at the 
time of Zakkai ben Ahunai grew out of far other motives. 
From the Genizah fragment given in Saadyana , 76, it 
appears that Zakkai was a descendant of Bostanai and 
a Persian princess, a marriage the legitimacy of which 
was questioned by many. For this reason, Rabbi Malka 
was prepared to support Natronai, whose descent was 
unblemished. From the Genizah fragment we learn also 
that the descendants of the princess tried to force the 
recognition of their legitimacy by resort to the power of 
the non-Jewish government. Accordingly Rabbi Malka 
was justified in his opposition to Zakkai. 

Scarcely ten years pass (782), and again we hear of the 
Exilarch’s deposing the Gaon of Pumbedita, Rabbi Haninai 
ben Abraham. Rabbi Sherira, who usually drops a hint at 
least as to the cause of such disputes, has not a word to say 
about this occurrence. It is fair to take this as corroborat¬ 
ing the supposition made above (p. 10), that Rabbi Abraham 
Gaon, the father of this Rabbi Haninai, was a brother of 
Rabbi Natronai, and, as he belonged to the Sura Academy, as 
will appear later, and received the Gaonate of Pumbedita 
against the wish of the Academicians there, the assumption 
is not unwarranted that the deposing of Rabbi Haninai 
was due to the wishes of the Academy, which was not 
inclined to accept an outsider. As to Rabbi Sherira, he 
had good reason for not desiring to enter into a detailed 
discussion of the case; it hardly redounded to the credit of 
his own Academy. 

In the year 828 we hear once more of interference with 
the affairs of the Academy at Pumbedita on the part of the 
Exilarch. The two pretenders to the Exilarchate, Daniel 
and David, each had “ his” Gaon at Pumbedita, with the 
result that even when David maintained the upper hand, 
Pumbedita was supplied with two Geonim, Rabbi Abraham 
and Rabbi Joseph. 

It is not possible to define the part played by the 
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Exilarchs in the disputes at Pumbedita between the Geo- 
nim Rabbi Isaac and Rabbi Joseph ben Rabbi in 833, 
and between Rabbi Menahem and Rabbi Mattathias in 
859. About Rabbi Isaac, Sherira says (38, 14) that the 
Exilarch David ben Judah had installed him, but that does 
not guarantee Isaac’s having been his candidate as opposed 
to Rabbi Joseph, because the expression used by Sherira is 
wnn&n, “ and they appointed him [Rabbi Isaac] as Gaon.” 
“ They ” probably means the members of the Academy l . 

Finally, a feud of many years’ duration broke out 
between the ^Academy of JPumbedita and the Exilarchs 
under the last of them, David, who appointed Rabbi 
Kohen-Zedek to be the Gaon, while the Academy invested 
its own candidate, Rabbi Mebasser, with the dignity. 


The Language of Nathan ha-Babli’s Report. 

To the student who regards history as more than a 
mere stringing together of disconnected events, the^friction, 
between the Exilarchs and the Geonim of Pumbedita 
presents an interesting problem in various respects. Many 
a question evoked by the combative relation between 
Gaonate and Exilarchate clamours for a reply. In the 
first place, why was it that the Academy at Sura was not 
troubled by the interference of the Exilarchs in the course 
of a period during which the Academy at Pumbedita felt 
their heavy hand half a dozen times? What was the 
reason that the Exilarch, who lorded it over the Academy 
at Sura until the end of the seventh century, assumed so 
peaceable an attitude toward it during the three centuries 
that followed ? And, in the third, place, what explanation 
can be adduced for the fact that all the wrangles between 

1 Halevy, who regards the Exilarchs as universal scapegoats, holds 
(p. 271), without advancing any proofs, that it was again the Exilarch 
who appointed Rabbi Isaac as Gaon in opposition to the wish of the 
Academy. The words rwoo "m prove nothing, because the official 
ordination was always performed by the Exilarch. 
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the Exilarchs and the Geonim of Pumbedita occurred in 
a single century, from 719-8281 1 

These questions can be answered only when we have 
attained to intimate knowledge of the rise of the Gaonate 
and its relation to the Exilarchate on one side and the 
two Academies on the other, and knowledge of this sort is 
accessible to us only through closer acquaintance with the 
sole and only account of the Academies that has come 
down to us. 

Rabbi Samuel Shulam, in his additions to Rabbi 
Abraham Zacuto’s Yoh asin, gives an account of the 
Babylonian Academies^and^ of the Exilarchs Ukba and 
David, after one Rabbi Nathan the Babylonian. An 
Arabic fragment of the report concerning Ukba was 
published by Dr. Israel Friedlaendey in the J . Q. M., XVII, 
747-61. The great historical value of this document 
makes the language in which it was written originally 
a matter of prime importance, and it behoves us to give 
our attention to this question first of all. Dr. Fried- 
laender, in his learned and instructive introduction to the 
narrative, is decidedly of opinion that it was written in 
Arabic originally, but I venture to believe that the proofs 
adduced by him are not conclusive. 

The expression D'D'on jnu ♦ ♦ ♦ K is admittedly an 
Arabism, but it had become so fluent a locution with the 
Arabic-speaking Jews that it cropped up in their Hebrew 
and Aramaic writings as well. Its use by Nathan, there¬ 
fore, proves nothing. In Rabbi Sherira’s Letter it occurs 
three times (35, 6, below; 40, 1; and 40, 5), yet no one 
is inclined to doubt that the Letter has been transmitted to 
us in its original language 2 . Dr. Friedlaender further 

1 The controversy between Rabbi Mebasser and Rabbi Kohen-Zedek is 
of quite another character, as will be demonstrated in detail further on. 

2 The expression .... 2 yna occurs frequently in original Hebrew 
works; comp., for instance, ruDEn, 1, 61 ; O'VmT to, III, 15 b; •J-Q-R., XIX, 
106, 730, 734. The phrase, derived from the Arabic, was the model for 
-03, “known under the name ”; comp. Harkavy, D'yar oa onznn, II, 10. 
In the inscription on the Cattaui synagogue in Old Cairo, reproduced 
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claims the phrase D^fcO by lb una'I (79, 19) as a translation 
of the Arabic nnDKn npjn. The expression, occurring 
three times in close succession, has a Hebrew equivalent in 
each of the three contexts: WX'i W1K uwi-PtO }niK 
— 1»sy by iravnm. If the use of d m~\ ♦ . . wm proves 
anything, it would rather indicate that the one who trans¬ 
lated the document from Hebrew into Arabic did not 
understand it, and left the original untranslated. What 
Nathan says in this passage is that the Gaon of Sura 
sent word in writing to his followers, either to offer their 
congratulations personally to David ben Zakkai, on his 
assumption of office (intone), or, if there were any 1 who 
for some valid reason could not appear before him, to 
express their gratification at his success in a letter to 
the Exilarch—by lb UJW. In one way or another 
they all were to manifest their assent to his choice as 
Exilarch— PfcO UW. In the description that follows, 
of the public presentation of the Exilarch, Nathan properly 
omits all reference to the written homage ordered by the 
Gaon. Nathan is equally precise in his account of the 
homage paid the Exilarch by Kohen-Zedek. The two 
dignitaries met face to face, hence the expression used 
by Nathan, “pvy by 1HJTO, where DVy is a synonym for 
the used before. For the rest, the phrase employed 
by Nathan to express the public recognition of the 
Exilarch as such, mbi rmn, throws new light upon 
an expression occurring in the Talmud several times — 
vil) fcapiy tor-lb *non in imiK—■which has caused the 
lexicographers no little difficulty 2 . The Aramaic WN 

by E. N. Adler, “ Jews in Many Lands/' 30, yvprr does not mean M the 
famous,” but tl named.” Comp, also Harkavy, Saadia , 114, . .. . p yvrrr, 
and 227, note 6, and Steinschneider, Jubelschriftj 139, line 8 from bottom, 
and Harkavy, 186, where 122=2 rrrn. 

1 On the Tannaim mentioned in this passage, comp. Marx, J. Q. R. y 
XVIII, 771, to which should be added that Rabbi Hai in the Responsum 
appealing as an appendix to Rabbi Sherira's Letter, ed. Mayence, speaks 
of .. . D'wnn (65) ; comp, also 'c, 130, ed. Neubauer. 

2 On the locution irmnw in the Seder 'Olam Zutta , see Lazarus, Die 

Hdupter der Vertriebenen , ioo-i, and Briill, Centralameiger , 67. 
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corresponds exactly to the Hebrew rrun of Nathan. 
Accordingly, the translation would run: “Rabbi Hisda 
proclaimed Rabban Ukba as Exilarch, on which occasion 
the new Exilarch spoke as follows. ,, The Arabic ftpjw 
nriD«n would be rather colourless, while the Hebrew 
a'mn is the very term one would expect to find here. 

The expression by my is not an Arabism; it is found 
in the Talmudim and the older Midrashim with con¬ 
siderable frequency. I shall adduce only a few of the 
passages. D'D^n v by Tiftyb * 6 ) py 5 pm roewn pa, 
“ Twilight lasts but an instant, so that the scholars could 
not determine its duration” ( Yer . Berakot , i, 2b, 35, and 
parallel passages; Babli , ibid., 2 b, end), by Ttftyb trpw 
b& p'JD, “He wanted to determine the number of 
Israelites,” which corresponds exactly to the expression 
used by Nathan (Yer. Taaniyot , II, 56 d, 44). The Tal¬ 
mudic equivalent for errando discimur is by W D1X pK 
Dm bwn p DK min nm, “Man cannot fathom the 
wo^ds of the Torah until he has made mistakes” ( Gittin , 
43 a). Regarding the motion of the celestial spheres, Rabbi 
Simon ben Yohai says: Wmb W Wp W 

)'by “It is so difficult a problem that man cannot 

fathom it ” (Genesis i£., VI, 8, and parallel passages). 

These quotations will probably suffice to show that 
by my 1 is an Arabism neither with Nathan nor with 
Rabbi Saadia, who employs it twice (Harkavy, Saadia , 
152, 20, and 170, 20). 

by my in the sense used here is no better Arabic 
than Hebrew, vby my is classical Hebrew (Judges iii. 19, 
2 Kings xxii. 19), and the connexion with can be 
authenticated as little in Arabic as in Hebrew. Nover- 

1 In the Responsa of the Geonim this is not a rare expression ; comp., 
for instance, a'n, 143 (which is falsely ascribed to Rabbi Joseph ben 
Abitur, while it actually is from the hand of a Gaon of Sura, as appears 
from the reference to “my teacher Rabbi Zadok” ; the superscription 
in MS. Luzzatto, pw rroo "1*0, has probably preserved the truth for us), 
and G.S.y p. 284; also Rashi, Pesahim, 46 a. 
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theless, the expression is well chosen. It is a vivid 
description of Kohen-Zedek sitting absorbed in study, his 
head bent over his book, and suddenly raising it to see 
Nissi standing before him, as it were, “over his head.” 
Moreover, the expression by loy is found in an 

original Hebrew letter from the last Exilarch Hezekiah 
LY, 50), though it must be admitted that the 
meaning there is not clear. 

That the employment of the Biblical expression pK 
irn^D, “native, 1 land/* in the sense of “native place,” is 
a result of Arabic influence, will hardly recommend itself 
to acceptance. In such early passages as 2 Sam. v. 6 and 
1 Chron. xi. 4, pK is used in the meaning of city, in these 
cases Jerusalem. Similarly in the Mishnah and in post- 
Talmudic Hebrew nriD means both city and province. 

Other variations between the Arabic fragment and the 
version of the Yohasin are as inadequate to establish 
the priority of the former as we have found the linguistic 
peculiarities of the Arabic. As to the difference between 
the Arabic and Hebrew texts, relative to the length of 
Kohen-Zedek’s Gaonate (78, 7), it will be shown below, 
p. 66, that neither is correct. Even if we accept the Arabic 
reading, the 'd of the Hebrew text may still be explained 
as a copyist’s misreading of the Hebrew as D'yDIN. 

In the next line, the Hebrew has only niKH ptau \H, 
while the Arabic reads pH Kirta 515 ', “ whence the Dayyanim 
used to be sent thither.” Dr. Friedlaender notes that it 
is “missing in Hebrew.” The fact is that the expression 
used in the Hebrew is the one current in the Talmud 
(i Sanhedrin , 5 a) to indicate the conferring of judicial 
authorisation 1 . The Arabic is a somewhat prolix circum¬ 
locution of a Hebrew and Aramaic terminus technicus. 
The same seems to apply to the next line, where the 
Hebrew has KTD 3 nnm, “and his son-in-law Natira,” while 
the Arabic reads, KTD3 nn33K 3tt run 5 l, “his son-in-law 

1 Comp, also the Genizah fragment, J. Q. R., XVIII, 402, where rrrnn 
is used in this sense. 


Digitized by 


Google 



THE GAONATE 


2 7 


Natira, the husband of his daughter.” The only explana¬ 
tion that can be offered for the superfluous description of 
a son-in-law as the husband of one's daughter, is that the 
Arabic first gave a literal translation of the Hebrew 
which is the Arabic runSl, but as this Arabic word may 
mean not only son-in-law (the Hebrew but also 

father-in-law (the Hebrew Wrtffl), the translator added, in 
the interest of intelligibility, “ the husband of his daughter.” 

The fact that in the Hebrew, 78, 3, below, and in other 
passages (79,20,25), ^21 is used in the sense of Bagdad, makes 
it impossible to assume that “the editor” was ignorant 
of this use of b 22 . The correct reading of the Hebrew is 
b 22 and the sentence b 22 kw ly is to be trans¬ 
lated “ until the king [ = Sultan] left Bagdad,” exacts as 
the Arabic has it. Taking into consideration the Biblical 
style of the Hebrew, it is not surprising to have 
construed with the accusative instead of with JD. The 
notion conveyed by the Arabic, that the Exilarch was 
merely expelled from Bagdad, is certainly erroneous. In 
this case, it would be inexplicable why he should have 
felt compelled to journey to Africa. The Hebrew version 
offers a natural solution. After the Exilarch had been 
banished from the whole of Babylonia, he tried to settle 
in the East, that is, in the Persian provinces. But those 
regions stood under the jurisdiction of the Exilarch, as 
Nathan himself observes (86, 19), and he had no choice 
except to go to the West 1 . The misunderstanding, it 
appears, cannot be charged against the Hebrew, nor against 
“ the editor.” It lies with the Arabic, which attached an 
incorrect meaning to b 22 in the expression b 22 
b 22 rvcbo (79, 13)—a rather excusable error, as Nathan 
uses b 22 throughout for Bagdad. 

According to Dr. Friedlaender, the Hebrew is guilty of 


1 The observation made by Professor Nflldeke and reported by 
Dr. Friedlaender, 1 . c., 759, note 7, is unintelligible to me. That Ukba 
migrated to Africa and not Palestine is reported very clearly at the 
beginning of Rabbi Nathan’s narrative. 
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a gross mistake in ascribing thaumaturgical activity to 
the blind Nissi \ of which, he says, the document which 
he holds to be the original knew nothing. On the other 
hand, Dr. Friedlaender himself concedes that he is unable 
to establish how the alleged Arabic original actually did 
read, to produce the error, and in these circumstances, 
it seems to me, the question must be left open, all the 
more as so eminent an Arabist as Dr. Noldeke, whose 
view is quoted in Dr. Friedlaender's article, maintains that 
the Arabic fragment credits Nissi with wonder-working 
powers. It may be said, parenthetically, that the mira¬ 
culous opening of locked doors is mentioned elsewhere in 
Jewish legend. Mordecai, a Midrash relates (Buber, 'D 
KlVUtn, 65), surprised Bigthan and Teresh at night, 
unobserved by the guards, and hindered by none, as it 
is written: “I will go before thee and make the crooked 
places straight. I will break in pieces the gates of brass 
and cut in sunder the bars of iron ” (Isa. xlv. 2). 

I hold, then, that not only is there no support for the 
theory that Nathan’s account was written originally in 
Arabic, but a comparison between the Arabic fragment 
and the Hebrew version in Yohasin , reveals some features 
tending to establish the priority of the Hebrew. Never¬ 
theless, I consider that the question as to the language 
in which Nathan wrote, is still open. There is one sentence 
which betrays an unmistakable Arabism: rtann pi TO 
wn njtariDi pnan p) (83, 16). So far as I knowTthis use 
of occurs only in works translated into Hebrew, not 
in Hebrew originals, and it gives considerable weight to 
Dr. Friedlaender’s opinion as to the original character of 
the Arabic text. In any event, the Arabic contains some 

1 Nissi, the son of the ExUarch and brother-in-law of the Gaon Sar 
Shalom, is mentioned by Rabbi Hai in his Responsum appended to the 
Letter of Rabbi Sherira, ed. Mayence, 63. toias? yn rmn *D’3, in dtid, 
38 c, is derived from the Seder Rdb Amram , as can be seen from Marx, 
Untersuchungen , &c., 8, Hebrew part, but nan 'no (3a) reads 00 instead of 
'D’3. I have only to add that the Genizah fragments of the Yemshalmi 
read 'L'3 in all passages in which our texts have ND3 or nD3. 
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readings that are preferable to the Hebrew in corresponding 
passages, and they are of great value in the study of 
Nathans account. 


Nathan h a-BablTi Identified. 

Another important question must be settled, and a more 
difficult one. Who was this Nathan, the Babylonian, the 
author of the report we are considering ? Graetzj*) hypo- (LJ 
thesis ( Geschichte , V 3 , 471-2), that he was one of “the 
four captives,” and the founder of Jewish learning in 
Provence is, it need hardly be said, wholly untenable. 

From the Genizah fragments, we know first of all that 
Rabbi Shemariah ben Elhanan, one of the four captives, 
was a pupil of Rabbi Sherira ( J.Q.R ., YI, 222). But 
Nathan, as Graetz himself observes, wrote his account 
during the Gaonate of Rabbi Aaron, and knows nothing 
of Sherira. Moreover, Rabbi Hushiel’s Letter, published 
by Professor Schechter (J. Q.R., XI, 643-50), stamps th^ a 
whole story of the four captives as a legend, at least in 
^EEeTorm m which it has been transmitted^ to us by Rabbi 
Abraham Ibn Daud. There may^EST an historical kernel 


in it, but not more. Furthermore, the hypothesis advanced 
by Graetz rests on a false construction put upon a sentence 
in Zacuto’8 Yokasin (ed. London, 174), where a sentence 
is quoted from a “Rabbi Nathan, the Babylonian, in Nar- 
bonne. ,, The practice of applying the name Babylon to 
Rome is not limited to the New Testament (Rev. xiv. 8; 
xvi. 19; xvii. 5). It is current in the Midrash as well 
(Gant. R., I, 6), and there can be no doubt that Zacuto is 
referring in the passage under consideration to Rabbi 
Nathan of Rome, the author of the 'Aruk, who studied 
in Narbonne under Rabbi Moses ha-Darshan. To clinch 
the identification, the very sentence cited by Zacuto in 
the name of Rabbi Nathan, the Babylonian, is to be found 
in the c Aruk of the Roman Rabbi Nathan l . 


1 On the sojourn of Rabbi Nathan, the author of the "jrty, in Narbonne, 
comp. Gross, Gallia Judaica, 409-10, and Geiger, Eeb. Bibl ., Ill, 4. The 
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On one point Graetz is doubtless right—in assuming that 
Rabbi Nathan wrote his account, not in Babylonia, but 
in some other country, the Jewish inhabitants of which 
he wanted to enlighten concerning Babylonian conditions. 
In all probability the country in which the Babylonian 
wrote was North Africa. His account, as it appears in the 
Yohadn , and also in the Arabic Genizah fragment, begins 
with the words: “ This is what the Babylonian Nathan, 
son of Isaac, told [=nDN, ‘reported by word of mouth*], 
what he himself partly saw and what he partly heard 
in Babylonia, relative to the Exilarch who came to Africa, 
Ukba, the descendant of David.** Now, only a small 
part of Nathan’s account deals with Ukba, and it is 
difficult to understand why, in the first place, Ukba 
should be named as the hero of the narrative, but par¬ 
ticularly why it should have been stated so emphatically 
that he had come to Africa, a circumstance which naturally 
comes out in the course of the narrative. It is therefore 
not a far-fetched supposition, that this Babylonian Nathan 
himself came to Africa, and the Jews there questioned him 
about the celebrated exile who had once lived in their 
city, for at Nathan’s arrival he was probably deceased. 

About the controversy of the Exilarchs, Nathan could 
tell them but a few facts known to him by hearsay, nDD) 
nvpD 3 . It had happened before his time, or at least in 
his earliest childhood. On the other hand, he was well 
versed in the details of the dispute between the Gaon 
Kohen-Zedek and the Exilarch David, and again between 
Rabbi Saadia and the same Exilarch. Therefore he passed 
adroitly from Ukba to his successor. The description of 
Ukba*s exile serves as nothing more than a foil and intro¬ 
duction to the events under David. That be began his 
account with Ukba shows equal astuteness, for Ukba it 
was who interested the African Jews in particular. 

name Nathan ha Babli was probably suggested to Zacuto by the celebrated 
Tanna of the same name; 'i 'tn 'c, ed. Friedmann is Vna =■'Din, R. Joshua 
was in Rome, comp. Oittin , 58 a. 
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These conjectures, which to me seem obvious, axe sup¬ 
ported by a Responsum by Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 1 . 

|ru Yn nawro niro ^ Miten roniwa 
nroK.pew pudi n»ro nwar£ i^nrwD mvn na ian: 
nniN fa pao UK —“In my collection of Responsa 

of the Geonim, I found the following by Rabbi Nathan of 
Africa: Until now it was customary to permit the eating 
[of butter made by non-Jews], but since they have begun 
to bring it from Hamath and Giscala, where it is adulter¬ 
ated [with fat], we excommunicate all who use it.” 

First of all, we, are here introduced to an African scholar 
of the Geonic time by the name of Nathan. One is tempted 
to identify him with the Rabbi Nathan ben Rabbi Hana- 
niah, a Responsum by whom is abstracted (T*1K, I, 176 b) by 
Rabbi Isaac ben Moses of Vienna, the teacher of Rabbi Meir 
of Rothenburg, from the “African” collection niyvpDfi 'D, pro¬ 
bably the same Geonic collection referred to by Rabbi Meir 
himself in his nU'iBOT W, 193. Muller in his Mafteah (157) 
assigns this Responsum to Rabbi Nathan Alluf, the uncle 
of Rabbi Sherira, an identification that cannot hold water, 
for several reasons. With the exception of Rabbi Hai, who 
replied to a number of questions addressed to his father, by 
reason of the advanced age of the latter, there is not, in 
the whole extent of Geonic Responsa literature, a single 
Responsum by an Alluf 2 * * * * * 8 . Besides, Rabbi Isaac of Vienna 
calls the author Rabbi Nathan ben Hananiah, and the 
uncle of Sherira was Rabbi Nathan ben Judah. Muller’s 
emended reading, nwi 'nK, instead of 'n 'Ti rru, cannot be 
endorsed. What reason can there be for designating the 

1 Quoted by Rabbi Aaron of Lunel in his 0”n 'm», II, 333. Rabbi 

Nathan, whose views on liturgical questions are cited very frequently 

by Rabbi Aaron in the first part of his work, was, as appears from 

'n I, 43 b and 106 a (bottom), a grandson of Rabbi Azriel, doubtless 

Rabbi Azriel ben Nathan, the great-grandson bearing the name of the 

great-grandfather. Gross, OaUia Judaica , contains Rabbi Azriel, but not 

his grandson, Rabbi Nathan. 

8 For details comp, above, p. 7, n. 1. 
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son and brother of a Gaon as the brother of his brother, 
instead of in the universal way as the son of his father? 

We have, besides, positive and explicit evidence regarding 
an African^authority by the name of Rabbi Nathan hen 
Hananiah. Such an one was a correspondent of Rabbi 
Natronai Gaon, as we learn from Rabbi Samuel Ibn 
6ama\ and also of tlie Gaon’s younger contemporary, 
Rabbi Zemah ben Solomon, the chief judge of the Exil- 
arch 1 2 . In a question addressed from Kairwan (f'V, 
84 a, 3) to Rabbi Zemah [ben Paltoi?], Rabbi Nathan 
and Rabbi Judah are characterised as “the scholars of 
Kairwan 3 /' In another Responsum in the same col¬ 
lection, 18b, 12, the sons of Rabbi Nathan are referred 
to in a letter to Rabbi Saadia. Moreover, it is highly 
probable that the Rabbi Nathan whose opinions are cited 
in three passages in the Seder Rob Amram is this African 
Rabbi Nathan, and not the uncle of Rabbi Sherira 4 . 

Nevertheless, I hesitate greatly to identify the Rabbi 
Nathan quoted by Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg with the 
Kairwan scholar Rabbi Nathan ben Hananiah, and for the 
following reasons: The passage about the butter made in 
Hamath and Giscala by no manner of means bears the 
interpretation that butter was exported from Palestine 
to Northern Africa in the ninth century. The remark 
by Rabbi Nathan becomes intelligible only when it is 

1 In Graetz, Jubelschrift , 17. 

2 Dukes, from an Oxford MS., in Ben Chananjah, IV, 142. 

3 This passage was referred to by Zunz, Ritus , 191, and he properly 
identified this Rabbi Judah with Rabbi Judah ben Saul, the contemporary 
of Rabbi Nathan. The same Rabbi Judah is described in t'w, II, 171b, 
together with Rabbi Nathan ben Hananiah, as a correspondent of Rabbi 
Natronai. He is there called ‘rwrc 'i 'a min' S, which is better, it seems, 
than b'nw 'a 'a rmm 'a 'a min' % in Luzzatto’s -cn^n rva, 109. In Rabbi 
Meir of Rothenburg’s nV, 193, he is also called Rabbi Judah ben Saul. 
Is to be read for the corrupt ctd in Pardes , 21b? 

4 Comp, below, pp. 149-50. In this Responsum D>vobn does not mean 
young students, but, according to the general usage of Arabic-speaking 
Jews, prominent scholars. Comp. Harkavy, Saadia, 43, note 5, and v*ic, 
3 a, end. 
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brought into connexion with the fact that in Babylonia 
butter made by non-Jews was considered as belonging to 
the forbidden varieties of food, though it was permitted 
in Palestine. Hence Rabbi Nathan reports that even in 
Palestine the use of such butter was prohibited, since it 
appeared that it was adulterated in Hamath and Giscala, 
being mixed there with forbidden ingredients. Whence 
this specific acquaintance with Palestinian conditions on 
the part of Rabbi Nathan of Kairwan? If we were to 
assume, what is not very likely 1 , that the Kairwan scholars 
of the ninth century were in close relations with those of 
Palestine, it would still have to be explained what occasion 
there was for the Palestinian scholars to communicate with 
the Kairwan scholars regarding the custom prevailing in 
their country. 

Thus the probabilities multiply for identifying Rabbi 
Nathan of Africa with the Babylonian Rabbi Nathan, the 
author of the account of the Academies. This Babylonian, 
who must have reached Africa by way of Palestine, had 
to satisfy the curiosity of his African fellow-Jews and a 
real desire for knowledge as well. The scholar from foreign 
parts on the one hand told them about the Exilarchs and 
the Geonim, and on the other doubtful ritual cases were 
referred to him, such as that in the Responsum quoted 
above, in which Rabbi Nathan, inclined as a Babylonian 
to agree with a prohibition forbidding the use of butter 
prepared by non-Jews, strengthens his natural inclination 
by reference to the fact that even the Palestinians, ac¬ 
customed from of old to a more lenient practice, refrained 
from eating it in changed circumstances 2 . 

1 Rabbi Me'ir of Rothenburg in his 193, writes: 'wirro 'mV 

.... KpnBM nanora, which would indicate that this African 
Responsa Collection contained decisions only by Babylonian, not by 
Palestinian authorities. 

8 On the use of such butter, comp, the Geonic Responsa in D*rr, 19-21, 
and G. S. f p. 153, according to which the prohibition against it had not 
always been recognised even in Babylonia. Comp, also Muller, F)^n 
D'amo, 16. 

I D 
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The assumption that Rabbi Nathan was an oral reporter 
on Babylonian conditions, rather than an author who re¬ 
corded his reminiscences in writing, would reconcile the 
differences between the Hebrew and the Arabic version of 
his narrative. The question as to the original language 
would then be set aside in favour of the supposition that 
the two versions are independent of each other. In the 
Kairwan audience that listened to Rabbi Nathan, some 
used Hebrew and some Arabic in their literary com¬ 
positions, and thus his narrative reached us through the 
medium of two languages. 

Nathan ha-Babli the Source for the Two Reports 
about the Babylonian Academies. 

The above will throw light for us upon the relation 
that exists between Rabbi Nathan’s narrative proper and 
the piece about the Babylonian Academies preceding it. 
Graetz, whose view is espoused by Weiss and other 
scholars, considers Rabbi Nathan the author of the de¬ 
scription of the Babylonian Academies at the head of the 
narrative, in the same sense in which he is the author 
of the narrative to which his name is explicitly attached.. 
Halevy, on the other hand, identifies the piece about the 
Academies with a report quoted by Zacuto from Rabbi 
SamuelJba-Nagid’s Introduction to the Talmud. Graetz’s 
historical tact stood him in good stead here as so often, 
while Halevy cannot see the wood for the trees. There 
can be no doubt, as Halevy properly remarks, that the 
two are merely versions of one and the same account; 
and also there can be no doubt that Samuel ha-Nagid’s 
document goes back to Rabbi Nathan. It is certain, 
that the description of the Babylonian Academies pre¬ 
ceding Rabbi Nathan’s account cannot have been taken 
as it stands from Rabbi Samuel’s Introduction, which, 
Halevy maintains, seeing that it contains two important 
points missing in Rabbi Samuel’s—the description of the 
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“reception Sabbath” of the Exilarch,and the dispute between 
the Academies regarding the division of the revenues, at 
the time of Kohen-Zedek 1 . Halevy ( Dorot ha-Riskonim , 
III, 363) passes the first point over in silence, and with 
regard to the second he maintains that it dropped out 
of Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid’s narrative in Yohasin through 
an oversight of the copyist. But whence could Rabbi 
Samuel Shulam, the editor of Zacuto’s Yohasin , have 
supplied the passage which was missing in his model? 2 
We see thus that not only is the account transmitted by 
Shulam independent of Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid’s, but a 
comparison of the linguistic peculiarities of the description 
of the Academies with those of the narrative proper by 
Rabbi Nathan provt^ be yond the peradventura of a doub t 
that they have the same origin. For instance, in both 
accounts pN is used in the meaning of city (78, 5; 79, 31). 
The statement about the rights of the Geonim of Sura 
during an interregnum in the Exilarchate is the same 
verbatim in Nathan’s narrative proper (86, 11, below), and 
in the description of the Academies preceding it (78, 15), 

1 The following point forms an essential difference between the two 
narratives. According to Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid it was a question of 
“parishes,” mw», those under Sura being twice as large originally as 
those under Pumbedita. But according to the account published by 
Shulam, it was a question of the donations, which were put into a 
common fund for the Academies, two-thirds being allotted originally 
to Sura and one-third to Pumbedita. The rather indefinite expression 
in Shulam’s report, o'ptor ntou, was misunderstood by Rabbi Samuel 
ha-Nagid, who took the rvnsn of the previous sentence as the subject. 
This view is proved incorrect by the words of Rabbi Nathan, HriD no to. 

2 Halevy might have learnt from Coronel’s introduction to the rroon 
0 'Dmb:Tp that the MS. of this report used by Neubauer for his edition 
had been written in 1509, while Shulam published the Yohasin at 
Constantinople only in 1566. On the MSS. of this report comp. Marx, 
in Z.H.B. , V, 57-8, and IX, 14a Steinschneider, in Geschichtsliteratur , 21, 
likewise entertains the supposition that Shulam’s report goes back to 
Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid. It need not be said that the great historian 
was too circumspect to assume, as Halevy does, that Shulam had simply 
copied Rabbi Samuel's narrative from Zacuto. He is of the opinion that 
the source made use of by Shulam is traceable to Rabbi Samuel's Intro¬ 
duction, which, however, as has been shown, is equally unwarranted. 

D 2 
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while Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid has the somewhat pompous 
expression iD^iy mb \tmn iDBnwi for mb nw, and 
in the same sentence he uses niNBnn m pn for the )bw iwtsnn 
ttW of the other two sources. 

But as, on the other hand, Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid's 
presentation in the main agrees literally with the descrip¬ 
tion of the Academies preceding Rabbi Nathans report, 
we are safe in assuming that Rabbi Nathan is the source 
for both. The development must have been thus: Rabbi 
Samuel, in his Introduction to the Talmud, where he had 
to speak of the two Academies, abstracted Rabbi Nathan’s 
account, which may have come under his notice through 
the Jews of Kairwan, with whom, it is well known, he 
was in constant communication 1 . Another author, who 
had heard Nathan’s account from his own mouth, tried 
to make up a brief sketch of the Academies. He gave 
a few facts regarding their origin at the time of the 
Amoraim, and then, to lend his compilation an air of 
completeness, he eked out Nathan’s report by the addition, 
at the beginning, of a chronology from Adam to David, 
the last of the Exilarchs, taken from the Seder *Olam 
Zuita . According to the notions prevailing in the Middle 
Ages as to literary practices, this compiler, who patched 
together three pieces from three different sources, deserved 
the name author, and, without burdening his conscience, he 
could maintain silence regarding the sources used by him. 
This “opus” he made the introduction to the narrative which 
he had taken down from the mouth of Nathan, honestly 
introducing it with the words “ and what Nathan said V* 

1 Even his questions addressed to the Babylonian Geonim were trans¬ 
mitted by the Kairwan scholars; comp. Harkavy, 107. The literal 
agreement of Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid’s report with Rabbi Nathan’s 
disposes of the theory that the former made use of Ibn Hofni’s Intro¬ 
duction to the Talmud. 

9 In hisrrnrr me, § 42, Ibn Verga quotes a report on the installation 
of an Exilarch from mmi, which seems to be independent 

of Rabbi Nathan’s, while the passage about the Exilarch Ukba, in Rabbi 
Abraham ben Nathan’s Manhig , 32 a, probably goes back to Nathan. 
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The Supremacy of Sura. 


We return to our starting-point. The relation of the 
two Academies to each other, and their relation to the 
Exilarch, can in a measure be defined now. Rabbi Samuel 
ha^Nagid, as well as the anonymous author in Shulam, 
who, as we have seen, is none other than Rabbi Nathan 
the Babylonian, are explicit upon the subject. O riginally , 
thejieaijof the Academy at Pumbedita c ould be appointe d 
only with the concurrence of the Gaon of jjura. If the vj^y* 
^eads^of^tEe^lwo^icademies met anywhere, the Gaon of 
, Suraj was given the preced ence. This was particularly 
marked when they paid their respects to the Exilarch on 
his 16 reception Sabbath.* * In their correspondence, the 
head of^gmbedita had to address “the Gaon and the 
scholar of Sura,’* while the head of Sura wrote simply 
“to tilt scholars of Pumbedita.* , In case the Exilarchate 
had no incumbent temporarily, its revenues fell to the 
share of the Gaon of Sura. Sura received two parts of 
the donations contributed for the maintenance of the 
Babylonian Academies, and Pumbedita but one part. 

This fiscal arrangement was changed in 926, under the 
Gaonate of Kohen-Zedek J , when Pumbedita was made 
equal sharer with Sura, on account of the increase in the 
number of disciples in the former Academy. 

On the basis of these facts, Graetz properly makes the 
assertion that originally the title Gaon was the prerogative 
of the head of the Academy at Sura, the Gaonate not 
being a duumvirate, but an institution with a single chief, 
and its origin must be explained with these facts in mind. 

In opposition to this s ane view Halevy (p. 151 et seq.) 
puts ufTa theory, which sets forth that in the Geonic 




1 There is not the remotest warrant for supposing that Kohen-Zedek, 
the Gaon of Pumbedita, was here confused with his namesake of Sura. 
The important change in favour of the Academy at Pumbedita could 
naturally not have been connected with the name of the Gaon of Sura* 
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time Pumbedita held the leading place, and the above- 
mentioned privileges of Sura applied to the time of the 
Amoraim, probably of Eab Ashi, with but few exceptions 
not being in force in the Geonic time. But how, in the 
name of common sense, can it be said that the claim 
upon the larger share in the donations to the Academies 
appertains to Talmudic times? Wo know from Talmudic 
data (Gift in , 60 b) that the revenues of the Academies 
consisted of voluntary contributions deposited in boxes, 
which were put up for this purpose in the house of the 
head of the Academy. We should be accusing Rab Ashi 
of highway robbery pure and simple, if we supposed that 
he ordered the removal of two-thirds of the contents of 
the box at Pumbedita to the coffers of Sura. It is hardly 
necessary to defend the great leaders of the Jews against 
such charges. Halevy, in particular, has no ground under 
his feet when he relegates the privileges of Sura to Tal¬ 
mudic times (p. 263), because he gives the preference to 
Rabbi Samuel's version, which bases the distribution of 
the moneys between the two Academies upon the parish 
divisions for judicial purposes \ and such divisions, it is 
well known, did not exist in the Talmudic time, as the 
appointment of communal officers was in the hands of 
the Exilarch. 

Besides, as applied to the Talmudic epoch, what does 
it mean to say that the head of the Sura Academy was 
addressed as Gaon by his colleague 1 Even if Gaon is not 
taken literally, but as an equivalent for KMTID t?n, it is 
not a term used in the Talmudic period in addressing a 
scholar. ti'n and lJ"nn are the titles applied to scholars 
in that time 2 . The parts assigned to the heads of the 
Academies on the “reception Sabbath” of the Exilarch 
are altogether incongruous with the time of Rab Ashi, 
about whom we are told explicitly that the Exilarch Huna 

1 Comp, above, p. 35, n. 1. 

a Ketubot , 69 a, pan ; Shebuot , 36 a, i:'n; comp, also HuUin y 95 b, Dip^ 
•man cap*?.... i:vi. 
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ben Nathan subordinated himself to him (Gittin , 59 a), 
while in the narratives under examination, the respect 
shown the Exilarchs by the Geonim is dwelt upon in 
unmistakable words. 

However, Halevy adduces reasons for his opinion, that 
the prerogatives of Sura do not apply to the Geonic time. 
And astonishing reasons they are 1 From the letter of 
Sherira we know that two scholars of Pumbedita, Rabbi 
Samuel and Rabbi Jehudai, occupied the Gaonate of Sura 1 . 
The reverse situation is not mentioned as a fact. But, as 
Dr. Elbogen justly says, “ Lack of knowledge on our part 
is not a counter-argument v (Die neueste Construction der 
jiidischen Geschickte, 33). Sherira, belonging to Pumbedita, 
was particularly proud of the distinction that fell to the lot 
of two members of his own Academy, and records it with 
great satisfaction. On the other hand, he had absolutely no 
occasion to report the appointment of scholars from Sura 
at Pumbedita. Quite apart from this consideration, the 
installation of scholars from Pumbedita at Sura has nothing 
to do with the question before us. On the contrary, from 
the fact that the greatest scholars of Pumbedita were 
invited to Sura, we might justly infer that Sura excelled 
the other Academy in importance and dignity, and there¬ 
fore those of Pumbedita regarded their appointment as a 
distinction. The right of veto in connexion with the 
appointment of a new Gaon in Pumbedita, which the 
sources mention as a privilege of the Sura Gaonate, does 
not affect the question as to whether, in the course of 
centuries, two or three scholars hailing from Pumbedita 
were installed in office at Sura. 

For the rest, it can be demonstrated from Sherira’s 
JLetter itself that scholars of Sura occupied the Gaonate 
of Pumbedita. An extraordinary circumstance, to which 
no attention has been paid hitherto, is that Sherira notes 

1 Halevy might have added Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, for he was 
a grandson of the Pumbeditan Gaon Kolien-Zedek, and assuredly belonged 
to the Academy of Pumbedita. 
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the provenance of only three of the Geonim of Pumbedita 1 . 
They are Rabbi Natronai, of Bagdad, Rabbi Isaiah of 
nwio, a suburb of Bagdad, and the successor of the latter, 
Rabbi Joseph of or It is, of course, inconceivable 
that the rest of the Geonim of Pumbedita, as many as 
three dozen, should all have hailed from Pumbedita itself; 
or that Rabbi Sherira should be ignorant of their pro¬ 
venance. Rabbi Hai, for instance, reports that the Gaon 
of Pumbedita, Rabbi Hai ben David, had been active, 
before his accession to office, as judge in Bagdad 2 , and 
what the son knew the father could surely not have been 
ignorant of, and yet Rabbi Sherira does not mention the 
fact that Rabbi Hai ben David’s home was in Bagdad. 

This striking peculiarity can be explained only upon the 
assumption that Rabbi Sherira adopted the system of 
mentioning the provenance of the Geonim of Pumbedita 
only when they were members, not of the Academy of 
Pumbedita itself, but of Sura—an assumption that rises 
to the degree of certainty when we remember that Bagdad 
and Sura are close to each other 3 . The addition of the 
words “ of Bagdad ” to the name of a Gaon, is tantamount 
to calling him a member of the Academy of Sura. It turns 
out, too, that not only Rabbi Natronai, of Bagdad, and 
Rabbi Isaiah, of 'Htfta 4 , are to be reckoned among the 

1 Of course, 1 do not take into consideration the Geonim who were 
in active life before or about 689. Rabbi Sherira himself was not always 
prepared to give unexceptionable information regarding this early Geonic 
time, and therefore he would take good care to add any detail he might 
happen to know. The characterisation of the Gaon Rabbi Manasseh ben 
Joseph as ro'py pa Kin mo'ia’i is uninteUigible; probably the passage 
is corrupt. 

8 Ibn Gajat, vf'C, I, 63. 

* The distance between these two places can be determined with a fair 
degree of accuracy. Al-Kasr, a suburb of Bagdad, the original home of 
the Exilarch David ben Zakkai, was six miles from Sura, according 
to other readings seven, and even ten miles, the variations being based 
upon the resemblance of the letters 1*1*’ to one another. Comp. Prof, 
Naldeke in J. Q . fl., XVII, 760, note 3. 

4 Wallerstein’s text even has tkq^ Hnpoi. N'Dnon Nno mn nwto. 
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scholars of Sura, but even Rabbi Joseph, of *r6ty, which, 
as we learn from Talmudic references, is situated close 
to Sura 1 . 

As for the supposition ventured above, that the suc¬ 
cessor of Rabbi Natronai was his brother Rabbi Abraham 
Kahana, the proof can be adduced, that he is the sole and 
only Gaon of Pumbedita, in the period after 689, whose 
name is not linked with his father's. The natural ex¬ 
planation is that, being the successor to his brother, the 
father’s name appeared in connexion with his predecessor’s, 
and hence there was no need to repeat it. We should, 
therefore, be justified in putting Rabbi Abraham Kahana 
among the members of Sura who occupied the Gaonate 
of Pumbedita. For my part, I should he inclined to 
classify Rabbi Paltoi in the same way, for the reason that 
he refers (Muller, p. 88) to a custom in $>32 $>p ttin no, the 
venerable old synagogue which Rab had founded in Sura, 
and the scholars hailing from Sura were the only ones 
who made reference to this institution 2 . 

1 Berliner, Beitrdge sur Oeographie und Ethnographie Babyloniens , 33, note z, 
is of the opinion that must be looked for in the vicinity of Sura 
or Pumbedita. But Baba Batra , 172 a, shows, as the Tosafists noticed, 
that it was in the neighbourhood of Kabbi Huna’s place of residence, that 
is, Sura. In other passages, too, it occurs only in connexion with Babbi 
Huna’s presence in Sura. Comp. Bezah , 25 b ; Baba Mezia , 63 b, does not 
indicate, as Bashi thinks, that Babbah and Babbi Joseph lived close 
to 'to?. Their dwelling-place was Pumbedita, which may have been 
a day*s journey from 'to?. The real meaning of the passage is that great 
traffic in wheat was carried on there, therefore it was denominated 
a wheat centre. If Babbi Sherira, 30, 12, speaks of Babbi Nahman’s 
having been in wnnoi Tito, he means that after the destruction of 
Nehardea he first repaired to Tito, and then betook himself to Mahoza 
in the vicinity of Pumbedita. Keeping in mind the well-known tendency 
of the Babylonians to eliminate the letters n and n, the spelling 'Vs? for 
Tito need not astonish us ; comp. Funk, Juden in Bdbylonien } 155, 160. 

2 Bapoport, in pto *py, 142, has the proper explanation of the ex¬ 
pression so frequently used by the Geonim, banntt? wi n' 3 , or briefly 

JV 3 , an explanation that I had myself hit upon independently of 
Bapoport, and communicated to Professor Alexander Marx, who indorses 
it in his Untersuchungen , &c., xi. It was only later, while engaged in 
the present investigation, that I discovered it in the f'to "py, to 
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If it is at all proper to constitute the appointment of 
members of one Academy to the Gaonate of the other as 

which I here give credit for it. Rapoport points out that the academy 
and synagogue of Rab were so called in the Talmud, MegiUah , 29 a. 
Halevy (p. 105) has managed to misunderstand Rapoport's words 
entirely. He had no idea of asserting that in the Geonic time ‘Jim© 
meant the Sura Academy, seeing that it occurs almost always in con¬ 
nexion with the mr®' vro. What Rapoport did say is, that in Talmudic 
times the expression was applied to the academy and the synagogue 
of Rab, but later only to Rab’s synagogue. The change has a good 
reason. To replace the academy erected by Rab, his disciple Rabbi 
Hisda (Rabbi Sherira, Letter, 30, 16) built a new and apparently a larger 
structure somewhere near it. With the disuse of the old building for 
academic purposes, the old name U'n r'n ceased to be employed for the 
Sura Academy. On the other hand, the building erected by Rab was 
used as a synagogue {Baba Batra , 3 b) until the time of Rab Ashi 
(according to some, Mar bar Ashi; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc.), and the 
name boon© jva was retained for it, even after Rab Ashi rebuilt it. 
It is this synagogue that continued to be called ‘mn© U'n rva down 
to and in the time of the Geonim. The fact that it had been remodelled 
by Rab Ashi justifies Nahmanides (quoted by tdVi, end of Bosh ha-Shanah ) 
in saying of the Geonim that “ they prayed in his [Rab Ashi’s] synagogue." 
Halevy (II, 594) maintains that the n 'n rebuilt by Rab Ashi was 

not the synagogue of Rab in Sura, but a place of worship frequented 
by the scholars of w'cno «no. But though he is right in taking Sura 
and n'dto »no to be two separate places, as was proved long before him 
by Hirschensohn, rnoDn rate, b.v., and by Berliner, Beitrage , &c., 45, yet 
there is no doubt that each of the two names was sometimes applied 
indiscriminately to both places together. The epithet applied to 
Rab in the Geonic time occurs in the Genizah fragment published in 
the J. Q. R.j XVIII, 403, in Harkavy (253), and in the MS. of Ibn IJofni’s 
11 Introduction.” Halevy’s conjecture, that oti m was the Exilarch’s 
synagogue at Bagdad, fails to recommend itself for various reasons. It is 
true the Exilarchs had their private synagogue ; comp, the report in Ibn 
Verga, 42. But in the first place, the Exilarchs are never called U'm, 
and in the second place, the synagogue in Bagdad, in which the 
Geonim worshipped and preached on the tfam unar, had a name of 
its own, ntos *u nnr:3, as Rabbi Sherira tells us explicitly, 38, 6. 
If it is argued that Rabbi Sherira is here speaking of a single definite 
time when the Geonim worshipped in this synagogue, then the proper 
inference from the passage is that the Exilarchs had no synagogue set 
apart as theirs, else it would have to be explained why they did not 
worship in it on this occasion. Rapoport calls attention to the fact that 
the Sura Geonim are the only ones who speak of the synagogue baantr?'a, 
and I shall attempt to give an approximately complete enumeration of 
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a standard of superiority, we now have further evidence 
in favour of the pre-eminence of Sura in the five names 
of scholars of Sura who acted as Geonim in Pumbedita, 
as against the two from Pumbedita who officiated similarly 
in Sura, aside from the fact that the appointment of the 


the passages in which it is mentioned : b*a, 90, Rabbi Natronai = n*©, 55 ; 
a*rr, 125, Rabbi Zemah, this being Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim of Sura, 
not Rabbi Zemah ben Paltoi of Pumbedita, for he quotes the Sura 
Geonim Rabbi Jacob and Rabbi Hanina. The same Rabbi Zemah is 
the author of the Responsum in B*n, 187, where a certain usage of 1*1 
h'id is referred to. By many Poskim it is ascribed to Rabbi Zemah 
ben Paltoi. However, it can be proved that it is the Suran Rabbi 
Zemah. While the Suran Geonim Rabbi Natronai and Rabbi Amram 
agree with Rabbi Zemah, Rabbi Hai (Ibn Gajat, ©*©, II, 109, and 
others) states that he had never seen, in any synagogue, the custom 
described by Rabbi Zemah. The difference of opinion can be explained 
only by the fact that the custom of Pumbedita varied from that in Sura 
in this as in so many other respects. To continue our enumeration : 
n*©, 220, Rabbi Natronai, who shares with the Sura Gaon Sar Shalom 
the peculiarity of using the expression oftener than others, comp. 
Albargeloni, o'nyn' d, 172, 173, 174, 249, 281, 289; *Aruk, s. v. -0; bn*i©, 
50=3?*-©, 25 a, according to the readings of MSS. S and O ; also bn*in?, 49, 
where the Responsum quoted is by Rabbi Natronai; see below, p. 192. 
The passages listed by Marx, TJntersuchungen , &c., from the Seder Rab 
Amram probably go back to these two Geonim also. The Responsum 
given in 0 . S ., p. 91, where 11*© -1*1 occurs, in all probability owns Sar 
Shalom as author, the next Responsum but one being attributed to him 
elsewhere, as I remark in O. S ., p. 90. The Responsum on p. 119, which 
mentions "1*1, is surely by Rabbi Natronai, In 01*0?, 122, the text should 
probably read, not pn b© nvD':i 'nin, but with Albargeloni, l.c., 281, 
irn b© nD:in rvin. In n*©, 287, near the end, the text is altogether 
corrupt: the words rrsp Mrroa “pi bin© mi -ion om are unintelligible. 
Perhaps what we have here is an extract from a Responsum by a 
European or African disciple of Rabbi Hai, who calls his teacher irn 
bill©. The words in dtid, 46 b, bottom, are also to be traced back to 
the Responsum by Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim just mentioned, in which 
the use of bin© 1*1 is spoken of. The decision cited in bn*i©, 156 
83), in the name of Rashi is found in dtid, 47b, end, and 
in D*n, 187, whence also the 11*© "1*1 in bn*i© and *rcn, Rabbi Natronai 
being the author. This array of material should suffice to convince 
the inquirer that 13'n n'l must have been a synagogue in Sura, and that 
in turn should suffice to identify it with the i:'n n'l of the Talmud, the 
synagogue of Rab. Comp. Marx, TJntersuchungen, &c., 10-12. 


Digitized by 3Qle 



44 


THE GEOfllM 


scholars of Pumbedita to Sura may probably be ascribed 
to the autocratical interference of an Exilarch l . 

In his eagerness to carry through consistently his theory 
of the pre-eminence of Pumbedita as compared with Sura, 
Halevy actually turns a scientific somersault. Only by 
violent means could he arrive at the desired result of 
reversing the true relation between the two Academies. 
He maintained, for instance (p. 159), that the precedence 
accorded the Gaon of Sura at the “reception Sabbath” 
of the Exilarch, of which the sources tell us, is due to 
the circumstance that the seat of the Exilarch was near 
Sura, and it was natural that first place should be ceded 
the Gaon of Sura in his own judicature. But unluckily 
Halevy himself quotes a passage (p. 154) from Sherira in 
which the fact is stated that the address at one of the 
receptions of the Exilarch in Bagdad TDn rfaa was de¬ 
livered by the Gaon of Pumbedita, and if the heads of the 
Sura Academy could lay claim to precedence anywhere, 
it was surely in Bagdad, which, as Halevy himself remarks, 
is situated in the immediate neighbourhood of Sura. 

In point of fact, the passage in Sherira from which 
Halevy draws support for his theory is indisputable 
evidence in favour of the superiority of Sura. Sherira 
maintains (33, 13) that the regulation, originating in the 
time of Rab Ashi, according to which the Exilarch held 
his reception at Sura, whither the Gaon of Pumbedita had 
to betake himself, was abolished during the Exilarchate 
of David ben Judah. The reason was, as Graetz correctly 
remarks, that the Mohammedan government no longer put 
its powerful assistance at the disposal of the Exilarchate. 
From this time on, therefore, if the Exilarchs desired to 
keep in touch with the Academy of Pumbedita, they had 
no choice but to betake themselves in person to Pumbedita 
and arrange for reception ceremonies there. 

But this statement is contradicted by two other pas¬ 
sages, one in Nathan ha-Babli’s account, and one in 

1 Comp, the words of Rabbi Sherira, 36, bottom, and 37, 5. 
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Sherira’s Letter itself. Nathan ha-Babli says that so late 
as his own time the two Geonim waited upon the Exilarch 
at his reception, which took place in the residence of the 
Exilarch, a suburb of Bagdad. Sherira, again, mentions 
the fact (38, 6), that Rabbi Abraham and Rabbi Joseph, 
Geonim of Pumbedita, went to Bagdad to wait upon the 
Exilarch. 

These contradictions can be harmonised. The preroga¬ 
tive enjoyed by the Exilarch, of summoning the Geonim 
of Pumbedita to Sura for the reception, was at the same 
time a prerogative of the Sura Academy. Thus the 
interests of the Exilarchate, in aiming to abrogate the 
institution, coincided with those of the Pumbedita Gaonate. 
As the first step towards their end the Exilarchs trans¬ 
ferred their reception to Bagdad, their residence. The 
Geonim of Pumbedita were only too well pleased with 
the change, and hastened to pay their respects to the 
Exilarch at Bagdad. The Geonim of Sura, on the other 
hand, hung back for a while, appealing to their time- 
honoured right, which required the presence of the 
Exilarch at Sura. 

This throws light upon Sherira’s passage mentioning 
the address delivered by the Gaon of Pumbedita on the 
occasion of the Exilarch’s gala day. The chiefs of the 
Sura Academy simply absented themselves, and the privi¬ 
lege of delivering the address naturally devolved upon 
the Gaon present, the Gaon of Pumbedita. In the course 
of time, in the measure in which the Academy at 
Pumbedita gained in strength, and at the same time the 
Exilarchate declined, the Geonim of Pumbedita also be¬ 
came derelict, and did not appear to attest their allegiance 
to the Exilarchs. Interested in describing only the begin¬ 
ning and the end of the development of the relations 
between the Gaonate and the Exilarchate, Sherira had no 
intention of speaking about anything except the old 
institution of the Exilarch’s reception at Sura and the 
late custom prevailing in his youth, when the Exilarchs 
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came to Pumbedita. These questions of etiquette naturally 
were determined by the relation of the Exilarch to the 
Geonim at a given time, and—a still more important 
consideration—by the influence which the Exilarch could 
bring to bear upon the government. Some years after 
the reception of the Exilarch is known to have taken 
place at Bagdad, we find again a reference to an Exilarch 
who restores the old prerogative to Sura 1 . It may, of 
course, not be overlooked that at that moment the Gaon 
of Sura was Sar Shalom, a son-in-law of the Exilarch, 
whose predilection for Sura thus appears most natural 2 . 
In his reference to the homage done the Exilarchs by the 
Geonim, Nathan ha-Babli probably had conditions in mind 
as they existed at the time of the Exilarch David ben 
Judah, who, to judge from our data about him, was a man 
likely to exact as a right the consideration due to the 
Exilarchs, if need be by resort to the help of the state. 
Under him, doubtless, the Geonim found it expedient to pay 
their respects to the Exilarch, if not annually, at least 
now and then, for the sake of peace. 

The Title Gaon originally the Prerogative op 
Sura. 

It appears, then, that Sherira, so far from maintaining 
that Pumbedita had precedence over Sura, can be cited 
as a witness for the correctness of Nathan. ha-Babli’s state¬ 
ment of the reverse. All that is necessary is to read the 
text critically. 

The assertion made by Nathan, that the title Gaon 
originally appertained to the chief of the Sura Academy 
alone, is corroborated strikingly by the following Re- 
sponsum, unique in its way, sent by the Sura chief to 

1 a*n, 4; the author is Sar Shalom ; comp. Tur , Orah gayyim, 566, and 
MS. Sulzberger of the Seder Rah Amram in Marx, Untersuchungen, &c., 16. 

2 Comp. Rabbi Hai’s Responsum in the appendix to Rabbi Sherira’s 
Letter, ed. Mayence, p. 63. The Responsum was known to the author 
of the Tur, as appears from Tur, Hoshen Mishpaf , 7. 
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the Pumbedita chief. The mere fact that the Gaon of 
Sura transmits a decision to the Gaon of Pumbedita, suffices 
to demonstrate the superiority of the former as compared 
with the latter. Every remnant of doubt must be banished 
by the official superscription. The Responsum in question 
has been preserved in DTib (38 a), in the MS. of the n'Wi 1 
and in ynt niK (I, 114 b). It contains the decision of the 
Sura Gaon, Rabbi Jacob ben Mordecai (801-815), addressed 
to the Academy of Pumbedita, presided over by Rabbi 
Joseph ben Shila, with the attestation to the signature 
of the Gaon on the part of the Sura scholars in these 
words 2 : 3TD1 iTDTO MIDI NTD'HOT W KJDnp!> p'DfcOn N2TD 
rb'V «non mn wn^riD w-i qw m non ton 'J? ton 
—“This document [of Rabbi Jacob] was seen by us, the 
scholars of the Academy at Mehassia, and it is intended for 
the court of justice of the chief of the Academy, Rabbi 
Joseph ben Rabbi Shila.” This official superscription 
confirms the statement made by Nathan, that the Gaon 
of Sura did not address the head of the Academy at 
Pumbedita, but the Academy itself, and when he men¬ 
tioned the head of the Academy, he did not call him 
Gaon 3 . 

Accordingly, it is highly probable that Rabbi Samuel 
Resh Kalla, whose pupil, Rabbi Aha, was the author of the 
Sheeltot , is none other than the Rabbi Samuel, the chief 
of the Academy at Pumbedita, whose successor Rabbi Aha 
would have become if the Exilarch had not hindered it. 
Sherira was in the habit of conferring the title Gaon by 

1 Comp, the extract from the in nuan, supplem. to the Heb. 

periodical ition, II, no. n, p. 18. I am indebted to Dr. A. Marx for 
this reference. 

2 The text given is based upon a combination of the three sources 
mentioned in the text, all of which contain many errors. 

* The question was doubtless addressed by the head of the Academy of 
Pumbedita, Rabbi Joseph ben Shila, to the head of the Academy at Sura. 
Mere courtesy, then, required that the reply should at least recognise 
the existence of the questioner by mentioning his name. The case in 
Harkavy, 276-7, does not come in the same class. 
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courtesy not only upon the chiefs of the Pumbedita 
Academy, but also upon Amoraim 1 who were at the head 
of schools. He applies the same title to Rabbi Samuel, 
though his disciple Rabbi Aha and other sources properly 
call him Resh Kalla, the title originally belonging to the 
heads of the Pumbedita Academy. That he actually was 
at the head of the Academy at Pumbedita appears par- 
ticularly from the passage in 17 b, 7, reporting a case 
in law which had been submitted during several Kallas 
to Rabbi Samuel, who never gave a decisive answer. But 
if the case was so important that the questioners urged 
a decision, why was not the opinion of the Gaon solicited ? 
To say that the difficulty was brought before Rabbi Samuel 
during the Gaonate of Rabbi Natronai ben Nehemiah, 
with whom the scholars of Pumbedita had a feud, and 
whom they therefore ignored, is an evasion dictated by 
embarrassment. In the first place, one would expect the 
question to be put to the Gaon of Sura in such an emer¬ 
gency, and secondly, knowing as we do from Sherira, 
that the scholars of Pumbedita took refuge at Sura during 
the Gaonate of Rabbi Natronai, it would be very sur¬ 
prising if the Resh Kalla, instead of joining them, stayed 
behind in Pumbedita. 

A further verification of the fact that this Samuel Resh 
Kalla was the actual head of the Pumbedita Academy is 
found in the report in 84 a, which tells that a certain 
case was decided by Rabbi Jehudai, the head of the Sura 
Academy, in common with Rabbi Samuel. The case, which 
deals with the validity of a marriage between Samaritans 
and Jews, being very important, the opinion of both 
Academies was desired. There is one difficulty to be over¬ 
come, for, according to Sherira, Rabbi Jehudai attained 
to the Gaonate some few years after the death of Rabbi 
Samuel. But Rapoport (note 24 on }ro 'n '^in) points out 
that the dates in this passage of Sherira’s Letter require 

1 The Midrash Temurah even has the superscription wypr ’m oVu? 
tooiD' *m. 
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such correction as would bring the beginning of Rabbi 
Jehudai’s Gaonate earlier. It is interesting to note the 
modification which this passage, as cited in lfcn nia^n, 83, 
has suffered. The names of the authorities are reversed 
as compared with the order in a"n, and it is the correct 
order, for Rabbi Samuel doubtless was older than Rabbi 
Jehudai, who attained to office only shortly before the 
death of Rabbi Samuel. 

As for the identity of Rabbi Samuel, the head of the 
Academy at Pumbedita, with the Rabbi Samuel who was 
the teacher of Rabbi Aha, it can be demonstrated from 
data in Sherira’s Letter. The first is there called iwiDt? an 
ngwrr -id an no na (35, 2, below). The last word eluded 
every attempt at explanation, and there was nothing to 
do but cross it off. Now, we know from statements made 
by the author of the Sheeltot , that his teacher. Rabbi 
Samuel, came from the neighbourhood of Sura, from a 
place situated on the river p*a (see Briill, Jahrbucher , 
II, 149—a reference not regarded by Berliner, Beitrage 
zur Geographic und Ethnographic Babylonicns , 3, s. v.). 
Accordingly, np*fctt calls neither for elision nor emendation. 
It simply means that Rabbi Samuel came from Diakara, 
a town close to Bagdad and Sura. As Rapoport has 
shown in his TW, 33, it is called NTpn WN in the 
Talmud, and by the classic writers Diakara, which cor¬ 
responds exactly to Rabbi Sherira’s contracted form 
’HpW. Thus we have not only succeeded in finding the 
teacher of Rabbi Aha in Sherira’s Letter, but at the same 
time we learn from it that he was a scholar of Sura, one 
of those presiding over the Academy at Pumbedita. As 
was proved above, Sherira is in the habit of recording the 
Suran origin of Geonim of Pumbedita. Moreover, it is 
very probable that Rabbi Huna AUuf—or Resh Kalla, for 
the two titles are identical with each other (comp. G. 
p. 24a)—who is mentioned in Jfn,. 8 b, is the Rab Huna 
designated by Sherira as the chief of the Pumbedita 
Academy at the beginning of the seventh century. The 

1 E 
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passage in a*n, 34 a, should be corrected according to 
ed. Hildesheimer, 170, to read Nam nn ntrt. It refers to the 
chief of the Pumbedita Academy, whom the author of a'n 
properly calls Alluf or Resh Kalla, but never Gaon. 

It appears that the head of the Pumbedita Academy, 
Rabbi Judah, who was in office soon after this Rabbi 
Samuel, is identical with the Rabbi Judah who is men¬ 
tioned in a'n, aid (ed. Hildesheimer, 131), and who, though 
president of the Pumbedita Academy in this early Geonic 
period, bears, not the title Gaon, but the title Resh 
Kalla, or its equivalent Alluf. The addition of nips *ina»n 
to his name does not mean that he was Resh Kalla in 
*UPB 'a, but that he hailed from that town, and was active 
in Pumbedita. As the scholars of tips 'a at the time of 
the Geonim belonged to the Sura Academy—four Geonim 
Sura came thence—Rabbi Judah is found to be another 
of the Surans appointed to the presidency of Pumbedita. 

Harkavy, however {Samuel ben Hofni , note 124), goes 
astray in holding Rabbi Haninai, N 321 Na*n, mentioned in 
pV, 3 a, 17, to be identical with the Gaon Rabbi Haninai, 
who does not bear the title, because at the time of Bostanai, 
with whom Rabbi Haninai was contemporary, the title 
did not yet exist. The passage cited refers to a dispute 
among the descendants of the Exi larch. It was altogether 
proper that such a case should go before “the chief judge,” 
% of the Exilarch (comp. 0 . S p. 318, note 2, and 
above, p. 12), and not before the Geonim. 

Interesting as these scattered indications are, yet we 
have no need of them in order to establish the supremacy 
of Sura. The whole of Geonic literature bears irrefutable 
testimony to it. Up to the second third of the ninth 
century, the Responsa literature contains not a single 
Responsum by a Gaon of Pumbedita 1 , while the activity 

1 Graetz, V s , 400, ascribes the Responsum in y*©, 24 b, 10, to Rabbi 
Natronai ben Nehemiah, the Gaon of Pumbedita. His hypothesis that 
ynttn is simply a slip for '3n\zn is doubtless correct, and corroborated 
by the MS. reading, but the inference is by no means inevitable that 
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of the Geonim of Sura began as early aaihe eighth century* 
The first Gaon of Pumbedita from whose hand we possess 
Responsa in numbers is Rabbi Paltoi, and the first three 
years of his Gaonate coincide with an interregnum in the 
Sura Gaonate 1 . But even the Responsa originating in 
Pumbedita after the time of Paltoi cannot compare with 
the output of Sura, either in point of quantity or quality. 
The Responsa bearing the names of Kohen-Zedek, Sar 
Shalom, Natronai, Amram, Nahshon, Zemah, Hilai, Saadia— 
all Geonim of Sura—practically form the Geonic Responsa 
literature until Rabbi Sherira and Rabbi Hai appear upon 
the scene. When the extinction of the Gaonate was immi¬ 
nent, the Geonim of Pumbedita stepped into the foreground 
by reason of the dissolution of the Academy at Sura. The 
assertion that the communities of Africa addressed their 
questions to the Geonim of Pumbedita, and those of Spain 
theirs to the Geonim of Sura, is incorrect in both its parts. 
Natronai, Zemah, Saadia, and even Samuel 2 , the last Gaon 

the Responsum was written at the time of the false Messiah '3n©, as 
little as Emden’s zeal against Sabbatians argues his contemporaneity 
with Sabbatai Zebi. The authorship of Rabbi Natronai ben Hilai is 
confirmed by the fact that Responsum 9 in y*©, 24 a, is by the same 
Gaon as no. 10, and in the former a plain reference is made to the 
Karaites. Accordingly, Natronai ben Nehemiah, who lived long before 
Anan, cannot be the author. Notice also the linguistic peculiarity that 
the Responsum is introduced with the expression to©2, a habit of the 
Sura Gaon Rabbi Natronai ben Hilai. Comp, qV'oj, 32; y*©, 21b, 22; 
and 15 a, bis, which belong to Rabbi Natronai ben Hilai beyond the 

peradventure of a doubt. 

1 Comp. Parties, 21 d, where Rabbi Paltoi is described as no'©' 'n© to Vn:. 

2 On Natronai and the scholars of Kairwan, comp, above, p. 32, 
note 7. Of Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim we have not alone his correspon¬ 
dence with the scholars of Kairwan relative to Eldad, but also his 
Halakic Responsum addressed to the same in dvid, 21a. The corre¬ 
spondence of Rabbi Saadia with the scholars of Kairwan is to be found 
in y*©, i8b-i9a, referred to above, p. 32. Even Rabbi Dosa, the son 
of Rabbi Saadia, corresponded with the scholars of Kairwan ; comp, 
noto nVnp, 72. The correspondence of Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni with 
the scholars of Kairwan is published in the J. Q. R., XVIII, 402. The 
scholars of nso with whom R. Nahshon used to correspond ( Parties , 26 d) 
are probably the scholars of Kairwan. 

E 2 
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of Sura, were consulted by the African Jews, and, on the 
other hand, Paltoi and his son Zemah, of Pumbedita, re¬ 
ceived inquiries from Spain 1 . 

The fertility of Sura, manifested in the Responsa litera¬ 
ture, was no less noticeable in other departments. The 
works of the Geonic period originated there rather than 
in Pumbedita. Not counting the works of Hai, whose 
litera ry activity falls in a time in which the Sura Academy 
had gone out of existence, the only production by a Gaon 
of Pumbedita preserved for us is the lexicographical work 
of Rabbi ZemaKT)en Paltoi 3 . The authoritative works all 
"'''rrriginated in Sura. The author of the 3 , and Rabbi 
Amram and Rabbi Saadia, all occupied the Gaonate of 
Sura. Rabbi Amram compiled his Seder in compliance 
with a request addressed to him by Spanislfcbmmunities, 
and Rabbi Saadia his order of prayers in compliance with 
a request addressed to him by Egyptian communities, 
showing that in so important a matter as the fixing of 
the liturgy, the communities of the Diaspora desired to 
have the advice of the Sura Academy alone. 

The Origin of the Gaonate under the Mohammedan 

Rulers. 

Returning for a brief rSsumS of the results of our inquiry 
into Nathan’s account, we find that Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid 
derives his data about the Academies from Rabbi Nathan, 
and a source that was considered authoritative by Samuel 
surely deserves our confidence, too. Further, we have seen 
that Nathan’s report has nothing to do with the Amoraic 
Academies; it deals exclusively with those of the Geonic 
period, and by no means can the origin of the latter, as 
was demonstrated in detail, be relegated to the Talmudic 

1 Comp. J. Q, R., XVIII, 401-2, 770. 

2 And even this is doubtful; comp, below, pp. 159-60. 

3 Whoever may be designated as the author of the a*n, it is certain he 
must have belonged to the Sura Academy. Comp. Epstein, Vy iQHn 
a n d* 
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time, seeing that the older epoch knew nothing of a well- 
organized institution like the Gaonate, vested with great 
power and unquestioned authority. At the same time, our in¬ 
vestigation has completely corroborate d Nathaiils At^i*fimfijit 
that at first there was but one Gaon, the Gaon of theAeademy L- 
aTSurSr Hence the transition from the schools of the time 
^Tthe Amoraim and Saboraim to the Academies of the 
Geonic period requires an explanation that concerns itself 
with more than the merely Jewish conditions prevailing in 
Babylonia. It is in some way connected with the political 
situation. It must be conceded that we possess no direct 
historical information naming the Gaonate as an institution 
of the early Califate, but no other political change took 
place during the centuries following the redaction of the 
Talmud capable of producing an institution of the character 
of the Gaonate. The supposition made by Graetz (V 3 , 
895-6), that the Gaonate arose under Ali (657), remains 
the only plausible hypothesis, the more so if one remembers 
what Sherira says regarding the kind reception which Ali 
accorded a great Jewish scholar, Rabbi Isaac, of Firuz- 
Shabor. Graetz, however, can hardly be right when he 
supposes that this Rabbi Isaac obtained special privileges 
for Sura. It is, as Halevy says—if Rabbi Isaac had been 
inclined to be partial, his bias would have been in favour 
of his alma mater at Pumbedita, to which Firuz-Shabor 
belonged. It seems rather that what the spiritual leaders 
of the people secured from the new rulers was the per¬ 
mission to call into being, by the side of the Exilarchate, 
a religious authority with definite powers and competence. 

If this was so, it was natural that the chief of the old and 
vener able Academy at Sura should be placed at the head of 
the new board. In the course of time, as the Academy at 
Pumbedita developed more and more, its chief in the same 
measure gained in importance. But the parity of the two 
Academies reached the stage of an accomplished fact only 
in the time of Kohen-Zedek, when it is probable that Sura 
happened to be without a Gaon. 
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This assumption as to the origin of the Gaonate explains 
at the same time the frequent occasions for friction between 
the Exilarchs and the Geonim of Sura until the year 689, 
though they disappeared for ever after that crucial time. 
It was natural that the Exilarchate should not accept so 
powerful a rival as the Gaonate of Sura without manifesting 
some resistance. It required almost two generations for 
the Exilarchs to forget their former undivided power. 
But scarcely had the reconciliation of the Exilarchs and 
the Geonim of Sura taken place when the rise of the 
Academy at Pumbedita gave occasion for new difficulties. 
From the time of Mar Yanka (719), who had been installed 
as Gaon at Pumbedita contrary to the wish of the Academy, 
until the equally arbitrary appointment of Rabbi Isaac 
(833), there elapsed more than a century, during which 
the Pumbeditans had much to endure at the hand of the 
Exilarchs. The Gaonate of Sura was recognised by the 
State, and therefore the Exilarchate was forced to respect 
its rights; while the Academy at Pumbedita possessed 
“no privileges reinforcing its claims, and was exposed 
to wanton interference on the part of the Exilarchs. 
Finally, in 830, when the Calif Maimun decreed that 
ten members of a religious body sufficed for the election 
of a chief for themselves, the disputes between Pumbedita 
and the Exilarchate were silenced for ever. After this 
ordinance was in effect, the Gaonate of Pumbedita took and 
maintained its place by the side of the Gaonate of Sura 
as an equal power. Thenceforth, neither the Academies 
nor the Exilarchate could count upon the exclusive support 
of the government; it was a matter of chance which gained 
its ear, and their differences had to be adjusted privately. 
These circumstances explain the fact remarked above, that 
Rabbi Paltoi (842) was the first of the Geonim of Pumbe¬ 
dita who issued decisions to outside communities. As long 
as the Gaonate of Sura was, beside the Exilarchate, the 
only Jewish authority recognised by the State, foreign 
Jews addressed their questions to the Geonim of Sura. 
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After the rescript of Maimun, it depended primarily upon 
the learning of the Gaon in the one place or the other 
whether the Academy of Sura or that at Pumbedita was 
given the preference. 

Nathan ha-Babli’s Account of Ukba. 

We have again come round to our starting-point, and 
I venture to think that a satisfactory conclusion has 
been reached concerning the remarkable relation sub¬ 
sisting between the Exilarchs and the two Academies. 
Before leaving the subject, however, it would be advisable 
to give close consideration to the last controversy between 
the Academy of Pumbedita and the Exilarch. 

Of this controversy we have two widely divergent 
reports* At the end of his Letter, Sherira informs us 
that a quarrel broke out between two factions after the 
death of his grandfather Judah, in the year 917. One 
party favoured Mebasser 1 ; the other, with the Exilarch 

1 Steinschneider, Arabische Literatur , 70, believes the name to be a 
translation of the Arabic Mubashshir, which is not very convincing to 
me. Rather I should take it to be a '133 for Elijah, whose appellative 
in Jewish literature is Mebasser , 11 Proclaimer of Good Tidings,” without 
further mark of identification. In the synagogue at Aleppo there is 
an inscription dated 834, in honour of -item “a fro -a 'by (Adler, Jews 
in Many Lands , 161), probably the earliest mention of the name known. 
In a letter dated 1099, also coming from Aleppo (□'tow III, 16a), 
there occurs a isno p r©'; likewise in a letter of the same year, written 
in Egypt, a Din: '2 iwao and a nmo '2 nov are mentioned (. 7 . Q. R., XIX, 
354). In the J. Q. R ., 1 . c., 727, occur the foUowing : 'lb p p aimo 

TO20, and nbrc p toss, all from the middle of the eleventh century. 
That an appellative of Elijah’s should be used as the name of a person 
is not strange; the widespread name Emanuel is an epithet of the 
Messiah, as are also Zemah, the name of three of the Geonirn, and in 
common use down to our own day, and Sar Shalom (Isa. ix. 5), which is 
known to have been borne by others besides the prominent Sura Gaon, 
as, for instance, Sar Shalom ben Joseph, the signer of a contract in 
Fostat in 750 ( J . Q. R., XVII, 428), and the Chief Rabbi of Persia at 
the time when Benjamin of Tudela visited the land. Comp, also 
Harkavy, Saadia , 225, bottom. A propos of names in the Geonic time, 
is the name of the Gaon 'nth, identical with N'Tn used by French Jews, 
recorded in Gross, Gallia Judaica , 149 ? 
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David at its head, favoured Kohen-Zedek,. as Gaon of 
Pumbedita. Five years later a truce was concluded, th© 
Exilarch gave up his opposition to Rabbi Mebasser. 
Nevertheless, Kohen-Zedek persisted, supported by a 
number of influential men, who remained loyal to him. 
Finally, after the death of Rabbi Mebasser, in 926, Kohen- 
Zedek was acknowledged Gaon by all, and he occupied the 
position for ten years, until his death. 

At first sight the account of the occurrence given by 

jit , Nathan ha-Babli seems far different. He has this to 

^ ^ # _ _ ___ 

say: Between^the Exilarch Ukba and the Gaon Kohen- 
Zedek a dispute broke out on account of the revenues 
derived from the community of Khorasan. Ukba appro¬ 
priated them, though the moneys belonged to the Academy 
of Pumbedita. The Sultan, urged by the most influential 
of the Jews, banished the Exilarch, but he reinstated 
him after a year’s exile, and then banished him again, 
this time irrevocably. Ukba emigrated to Africa. The 
Exilarchate, having been left vacant for a period of four 
or five years, the people demanded the appointment of 
David ben Zakkai. Their candidate was endorsed by 
Rabbi Amram ben Solomon, the Gaon of Sura. But Kohen- 
Zedek could only be prevailed upon to acknowledge the 
new Exilarch after a period of three years. 

Now, it would be possible to reconcile the differences 
between Sherira’s account and Nathan’s as they affect 
the relation between Kohen-Zedek and the Exilarch. As 
the facts are, it would not be impossible to assume that 
a whilom enemy, once reconciled, is transformed into a 
friend. But the difficulty lies elsewhere. The chrono¬ 
logical contradictions between the two sources are so 
numerous that Graetz’s way of escape does not help the 
honest inquirer. Graetz accepts Nathan’s account in 
respect to the facts of the case, and he places trust in 
Sherira’s chronological data. Halevy justly argues against 
a method that is arbitrary and unscientific, and carries 
with it the implication that an authority like Sherira tells 
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a confused and unreliable tale of events happening in 
his own lifetime. Halevy himself, who represents Nathan 
as an ignoramus living after the extinction of the Gaonate, 
and patching his report together from older sources which 
he failed to understand correctly, is even further removed 
from the truth than Graetz. 

It appears now that it is not sufficient for us to deal 
with a detail. The question that takes precedence is 
Nathan’s credibility and trustworthiness. It therefore 
behoves us to analyse Halevy’s presentation of the matter. 
The controversy, Halevy maintains, was not between Ukba 
and Kohen-Zedek, the Gaon of Pumbedita, but between 
Ukba and the Kohen-Zedek who was Gaon of Sura (845). 
But Nathan, according to Halevy, knew nothing about the 
older Kohen-Zedek, and he confused him with the younger 
man, the Gaon of Pumbedita of the same name, and, as 
he was aware that at some time a dispute had occurred 
between the Academy of Pumbedita and the Exilarch 
David, he constituted Kohen-Zedek the opponent of David, 
although Sherira informs us that the opposite was the 
case. As a consequence of the quarrel between Ukba 
and the Sura Academy, of many years’ duration, Amram 
was appointed Gaon by the Exilarch, in opposition to the 
incumbent Natronai (853-6). The celebrated Gaon Amram 
bar Shashna 1 , the author of the Seder , Halevy holds, is no 


1 The great difficulty lies in this, that, according to Rabbi Sherira’s 
Letter, Rabbi Amram had himself proclaimed as Gaon during the lifetime 
of Rabbi Natronai, while, to judge by the the relation between the 
two must have been very cordial. Not only does Rab Amram speak 
of Rabbi Natronai with great respect (comp, particularly his words in 
Marx, Untersuchungen , &c., a), but he also quotes his Responsa on every 
page of his Seder. Indeed, the number of Responsa by Rabbi Natronai 
in the is larger than those quoted from all the other Geonint taken 
together. Halevy’s hypothesis, so far from doing away with the difficulty, 
rather increases it. For if Rab Amram, as Halevy maintains, was put 
up as Gaon in opposition to Rabbi Natronai, during the quarrel between 
the Sura Academy and the Exilarch Mar Ukba, then Rab Amram was 
disloyal not only to Rabbi Natronai, but to the Academy as well!" This 
forces upon me the conjecture that the passage in question in the Letter 
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other than Amram ben Solomon, who continued to preside 
over the Academy at Sura, according to Nathan’s state¬ 
ment, even during the interval between the deposing of 
Ukba and the installation of David. The latter was generally 
accepted as Exilarch about 875, shortly after the death 
of Amram, and he remained in office for more than half a 
century. Furthermore, Halevy says, Nathan labours under 
a misapprehension when he states that Hai ben Kiyyumi 1 
was the predecessor of Saadia in the Gaonate. The simple 
explanation is that he had heard of a Gaon of Sura named 
Hai, Hai ben Nahshon, and he confounded him with the 
celebrated Hai ben Sherira, the last Gaon of Pumbedita, 
and at once he was ready to make the latter Gaon of Sura, 
and endowed him with a father of another name. 

So far Halevy. For the present, we shall put aside the 
question as to the time and trustworthiness of Nathan, and 
shall confine ourselves to the consideration of Halevy’s 
theory. 

by Eabbi Sherira is corrupt. I would propose the following reading: 
m'D rvrai njo*iDy nb p*o rhv mn pnn 'Dpi—“And before this time 
[before Rab Amram became Gaon], the Gaon [Rabbi Natronai] waived the 
honour due to him from Rab Amram, and the latter therefore omitted 
to pay his respects to him.” It must be remembered that j'Sd, “ to 
show respect,” is used in the Talmud, as, for instance, Baba Batra , 119 b, 
and in 54, by Rabbi Natronai, in the sense of M yielding precedence.” 
Furthermore hdd ptw is the reverse of rrop tit, which Rabbi Sherira 
uses, 28, 5; 41, 4, to express the recognition given to a Gaon, in that 
the members of the Academy, including even the most prominent 
scholars, attended the lectures of the Gaon occasionally. Attention 
should be called to the fact that in this passage rrb a'bo cannot be 
translated by “he opposed him.” For this Sherira would have used 
rpby, as in 41, 4. There remains only to add that the words o-ray 
pM 'WV1D3 '-ft rtn, quoted by Rabbi Aaron, of Lunel, in n*Sn, I, 18 a, 
from Nahmanides, are to be corrected so as to read rsjrr -p oioy S non 
pN3 'H 3 YTO 3 'i, as appears from Nahmanides, on HuUin , 24, who quotes 
Rabbi Natronai’s Responsum given in y*iD, na. A MS. of the in 
the Sulzberger Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 
contains not only the corrupt text in the edition, but instead of 

p*Di besides! 

1 Perhaps nothing but another way of writing 'io'p. 
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In the first place, it is settled that David ben Judah was 
Exilarch in 833. Sherira and other sources 1 are unanimous 
on this point. After him, and before Ukba ruled, there 
were two Exilarchs, Natronai and Hisdai, the son of Na- 
tronai 2 . According to Halevy, the rule of these two 
Exilarchs together could not have exceeded twelve years, 
for in 845, the date of the Suran Gaon Kohen-Zedek, he 
says, Ukba was in the thick of a conflict with the Sura 
Academy. Considered by itself, this brief period is not 
a probability, but the assumption is stamped as an 
impossibility by the fact that we meet with the Exilarch 
Hisdai as an active participant in affairs as late as the 
Gaonates of Natronai and Amram 3 . This disposes of 
the possibility of a dispute between Ukba and Kohen- 
Zedek of Sura. 

From the premise set up by Halevy, that the quarrel 
between the Exilarch and the Academy was caused by 
the revenues from Khorasan, appropriated without warrant 
by Ukba, it follows, he says, that the encroachments of 
the Exilarch brought him into conflict with Sura, and not 
with Pumbedita, as Khorasan is in the neighbourhood of 
Bagdad, the judicature of Sura. An elementary atlas might 
have taught Halevy that Khorasan lies only about 800 
miles to the east of Bagdad! 

As a matter of fact, the case is precisely the reverse 
of its statement by Halevy. Originally, the sources of 

1 Comp. Graetz, Geschichie , V s , 389. 

2 Dukes in Ben Chananjah , IV, 141-2, from a MS. Responsum by Rabbi 
Zemah ben Solomon, chief judge of the court of the Exilarch Hisdai. 

3 Ibn (jrama, in Graetz, Jubelschrift, 17, names Rabbi Nathan ben 
Hananiah (comp, above, p. 32) of Kairwan as the correspondent of 
Rabbi Natronai, and he is the same Rabbi Hananiah to whom was 
addressed the Responsum, mentioned above, by Rabbi Zemah under the 
Exilarchate of Hisdai. As the sons of Rabbi Nathan were contemporaries 
of Rabbi Saadia (928) (comp, above, p. 32), he could not have flourished 
before the Gaonate of Rabbi Natronai (850), and the letter of Rabbi 
Zemah must date from the period during which the Sura Gaonate was 
vacant, probably between Rabbi Malka and Rabbi Hai ben Nahshon, 
about 888 -, comp. Sherira, 39, 17. 
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revenue assigned to the Exilarchate and to the Sura 
Gaonate were limited to Babylonia and the nearest Persian 
provinces. The Academy at Pumbedita, which attained to 
equality with Sura at a comparatively late day, had to 
content itself with revenues gathered in the more remote 
provinces. The only possible inference then is that Khorasan, 
situated at a considerable distance, belonged to the parish 
of Pumbedita. 

The peculiarity of Halevy’s method is again illustrated 
by his opinion that Nathan confuses the Gaon Hai ben 
Nahshon with the celebrated Hai ben Sherira—and then 
calls him Hai ben Kiyyumi. But how is it conceivable 
that that ignoramus Nathan, who mixed up the Geonim 
of Sura with the Geonim of Pumbedita, who had not the 
slightest knowledge of the happenings in the Academies, 
nor of the relation of the Academies to the Exilarchate— 
how is it conceivable that he should have hit upon so 
obscure a name as Kiyyumi, he who was not even 
acquainted with Sherira? 

In the earlier portion of this Introduction certain facts 
were set forth testifying to the credibility and trustworthi¬ 
ness of Nathan. We shall now pursue this subject further. 
The introductory words of Nathans account, “What he 
himself partly saw and what he partly heard in Baby¬ 
lonia, relative to the Exilarch Ukba,” are a good recom¬ 
mendation for the author. A gossip or a vagrant scribe 
would not have used this circumspect clause. His exactitude 
in the description of the vicinity of Bagdad displays itself 
particularly in the Arabic version, as Dr. Friedlaender shows 
in the above-mentioned article. A writer who is acquainted 
with the name of a mistress of the Persian king in whose 
honour a fountain had been erected centuries before, does 
not impress one as likely not to know the leaders of his 
nation at his own time, at least by name. 

As to what Nathan’s time was there can be no doubt. 
In the Arabic version of his report he speaks of Natira, 
“ the father of Sahl and Ishak,” showing that he lived after 
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the death of Natira, but contemporaneously with the sons 
of Natira. Accordingly, he had not been an eye-witness 
of the dispute between Ukba and the Academies, in which 
Natira was the chief figure, or he was too young at the 
time to carry personal recollections of it away with him. 
On the other hand, not only was he an eye-witness of the 
quarrel of Saadia with the Exilarch David, he was actually 
present when David entered upon his office in 920. Nathan’s 
minute description of the ceremonies at the installation of 
an Exilarch — he goes so far as to give in detail the exact 
height and width of the throne used by the Exilarch on the 
occasion—admit of no doubt as to his having been present 
and seen such a celebration, and it could have been only 
at the induction of David into office, as Nathan expressly 
calls him the last of the Exilarchs. This offers us, not only 
a terminus a quo , but also a terminus ad quern . A Genizah 
fragment, published by Dr. Cowley in the J. Q. ii., XVIII, 
402, gives the information that the Exilarchate, vacant 
since the death of David, was filled again in 953. Nathan 
therefore must have written his account before 953. As, 
on the other hand, he mentions Aaron Sargado as Gaon 
of Pumbedita 1 , who entered upon office in 943, Nathan’s 
account must have been composed between 943 and 953. 


1 Halevy, 276, doubts the identification between nwic '2 mentioned 
by Nathan and Rabbi Aaron ben Joseph, Gaon of Pumbedita, though 
all of seven years before the publication of Halevy’s book, Harkavy had 
published, in jroi, V, the polemics of Rabbi Aaron against 

Rabbi Saadia, whence the identity of the two appears unmistakably! 
The name = lbs (comp. J. Q. R., XI, 127) occurs in so early a document 
as one dated 750, J. Q . R., XVII, 428. From the fact that Rabbi Nathan 
knew no Exilarch after David ben Zakkai, it follows that his account 
actually ends with the passage on Sargado. By homoeoteleuton the 
passage on the Gaonate of Rabbi Hananiah dropped out at the end 
of the report. The reading should be : min' 'i p n'jjn 
.... 1 TQD 31 nxnoi 'n. The various texts of Rabbi Sherira’s 
Letter also show signs that passages have been dropped from it in this 
way. Frequently the names of the Geonim and the length of their 
official term are missing, due to the fact that the sentences between 
two mnn were overlooked by the copyist; comp., for instance, ed. 
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The question as to who deserves more confidence, Sherira 
or Nathan, may therefore not be decided, as Graetz does, 
in favour of the latter, on the ground of his having been 
closer in time to the occurrences described, for, as now 
appears, they were contemporaries. One must agree with 
Halevy, who insists that a Gaon, son and grandson of 
Geonim to boot, must invite greater confidence than an 
unknown writer. But if the two accounts are read with 
a critical eye it will appear that they mutually complement, 
and in no wise contradict each other. 


The Last Conflict between the Exilarchate and 

THE PUMBEDITA GAONATE. 

The controversy between Kohen-Zedek and Ukba broke 
out, according to the Arabic version 1 of Nathan’s account* 
in the fourth year of Kohen-Zedek’s Gaonate. If we 
remember that even according to Sherira he was appointed 
as Gaon by the Exilarch in the year 918, then the year 
922 would have to be designated as the beginning of the 
dispute. A point to be noted is this, that Sherira makes 
Kohen-Zedek to be put into office by the Exilarch David, 
while, according to Nathan, Ukba was Exilarch at the 
time. However, the Sherira text is very doubtful in this 
portion. Most of the editions mention David’s name 
three times in connexion with the Gaonate of Kohen- 
Zedek, but Wallerstein has it only once 2 . Moreover, this 

Wallerstein, 20-1. Therefore, the omission of Kabbi Hananiah’s Gaonate 
in Nathan's narrative proves nothing derogatory to the authenticity 
of the narrator, as Halevy holds (275-6), but only to the correctness of 
our text. In Harkavy, 215, Rabbenu Hai is described as. the son of 
Rabbi Hananiah, which, naturally, is due to homoeoteleuton. The words 
between U’avw and irana dropped out. If Rabbi Sherira's text regarding 
the length of Rabbi Zemah ben Kafnoi’s term of office is correct, then 
we should read D'tam rum in Nathan. 

1 The Hebrew version has the fortieth year, which is absolutely out of 
the question. 

2 I am indebted to Dr. Alexander Marx for the information that the 
Vienna MS. of Rabbi Sherira’s Letter agrees with Wallerstein. 
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passage in Sherira’s Letter offers a great difficulty in the 
nature of the facts set down. The Academy, it says, 
appointed Rabbi Mebasser the successor to Rabbi Judah, 
while Kohen-Zedek was the choice of the Exilarch, and 
the conflict between the Academy and the Exilarch lasted 
five years (923). Finally, the Exilarch recognised the 
Gaon chosen by the Academy. But Sherira goes on and 
says that Kohen-Zedek, with his adherents, persisted in 
their schism until the death of Rabbi Mebasser, in the 
year 926. 

One would search vainly for a similar occurrence during 
the whole course of the Geonic time—an individual op¬ 
posing the choice of both the Academy and the Exilarch. 
If Kohen-Zedek, as Sherira is supposed to say, was put up 
by the Exilarch as Gaon against the will of the Academy, 
then it would seem inevitable that the victory of the 
Academy over the Exilarch, when he finally confirmed the 
choice of the Academy, would cut the ground from under 
the feet of Kohen-Zedek. How account for the continued 
opposition by Kohen-Zedek ? 

In several other respects the occurrence is unique. It 
is the only case in which the Academy emerged triumphant 
from a contest with the Exilarch about an appointment to 
the Gaonate. In all other cases the Exilarch maintained 
the upper hand. And yet it cannot be said from what 
we know about him that David was a weakling. A man 
who was able to hold his own in opposition to Saadia 
and all the prominent men connected with Saadia who 
had influence at the court of the Calif, should meekly 
declare himself overcome by Rabbi Mebasser! 

It now behoves us to view Sherira’s statements in the 
light afforded by the facts reported by Nathan. From 
an incidental remark of Nathan’s we learn that Kohen- 
Zedek was related to Ukba, and we even learn that this 
relationship was the reason why he opposed the appoint¬ 
ment of David later on as Exilarch. This supplies the 
motive for a quarrel between Ukba and the Pumbedita 
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Academy—he urged the appointment of a relative, Kohen- 
Zedek, while the Academy installed as its chief Rabbi 
Mebasser, whose father had occupied the Gaonate. Then 
Ukba sought to make the most of the schism in the 
Academy, and seized upon the revenues from Ehorasan, 
in the hope that there was no need to apprehend obstacles 
on the part of “ his ” Gaon. But it turned out to be a case 
of reckoning without one’s host. Kohen-Zedek was too 
conscientious and honest to sanction such high-handed 
measures. Some Jews of influence at the court of the 
Calif managed to cause the banishment of Ukba, and the 
Exilarchate remained vacant some years. But blood is 
thicker than water, and with Kohen-Zedek the feelings 
of kinship were further stimulated by the recollection 
of the fact that he owed his position as Gaon to this 
relative of his who was deprived of his office. Therefore, 
he could not make up his mind to acknowledge David 
as Exilarch. He, and along with him probably a large 
number of distinguished men, hoped it would prove 
possible to induce the Calif to revoke the edict of 
banishment issued against Ukba. But David had no 
sooner been installed as Exilarch by one part of Jewry 
than he hastened to conclude peace with the Academy 
at Pumbedita and acknowledge the Gaon Rabbi Mebasser 
chosen by it. 

This explains what Sherira says, that the reconciliation 
between the Academy and the Exilarch took place in 923. 
David lost no time in making amends to the best of his 
powers for the unwarranted interferences of his predecessor. 
But the peace thus concluded exerted no influence upon 
Kohen-Zedek and his followers. They refused to recognise 
David as Exilarch, and persisted in their opposition to him 
and Mebasser. According to Nathan, this opposition of 
Kohen-Zedek ceased only three years later, in 926. But 
from Sherira we learn that this was the year of Rabbi 
Mebasser’s death, when all parties acknowledged Kohen- 
Zedek as Gaon. 
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Here Sherira furnishes us with the motive for the 
reconciliation between Kohen-Zedek and David, of which 
Nathan gives us no hint, and which he seeks in a miracle 
in the real sense of the word 1 . But it is unnecessary 
to impose a tax upon our credulity. Kohen-Zedek no 
longer had any reason for opposing David. His position 
as Gaon was now assured. And to bring about complete 
unanimity between Sherira and Nathan we have but to 
cross off the little word Tn in Sherira’s Letter, 40, 18. 
The text then reads: ibjbw Knrrntn pm Knata mm 
. . . pnv jna an n&i> nvnp twai * ♦ . pto n^ao an noi> mnpi 
an no ny twa nn wote myi a^n nap ny wiata mm 
nPao—“ There was a dispute. The scholars of the Academy, 
held their meeting and chose Bab Mebasser as Gaon, while 
the Exilarch [=Ukba] named Kohen-Zedek as Gaon. The 
dispute lasted until Ellul of the year 233 [=922], when the 
Exilarch David concluded peace with Rabbi Mebasser.” 

There is another possibility—that the beginning of this 
passage is to be read fcW3 nn nin, “the uncle of the Exilarch 
David/’ Sherira describes Ukba, the deposed Exilarch, as 
the uncle of David, of whom he had spoken shortly before, 
and to whom he had to refer again at once. As the last of 
the Exilarchs and the opponent of Saadia, he could suppose 
that his name was well known to his readers—a supposition 
that would not hold good of Ukba. But the copyists, 
considering an m as dittography, either omitted the first 
TH, as in Wallerstein, or inserted it in the last sentence, 
before *wa 2 . 

From the beginning of the Ukba controversy until the 
recognition of David as Exilarch on the part of Kohen- 
Zedek, about eight years elapsed according to Nathan, the 

1 We may safely assume that the blind 'C': played an important part 
in allaying the quarrel between the Exilarch and the Gaon, even if we 
are not credulous enough to accept the miracle. 

* It is, however, highly probable that Rabbi Sherira at first spoke only 
of urow (= Ukba), and afterwards, in connexion with the reconciliation 
with the Academy, properly mentioned in, and then the Tn of the 
second passage was added to the wuu of the first. 
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same number of years being occupied, according to Sherira, 
by the dispute between Rabbi Mebasser and Kohen-Zedek. 
The only disparity between the two accounts is that* 
according to Nathan, Kohen-Zedek had been Gaon in 918 
for more than four years, while according to Sherira it 
would be impossible, as it was only in that year that his 
grandfather Rabbi Judah died, and his death was the 
occasion for the dispute about the succession. There can 
be no doubt that the two sources are not in disagreement. 
We are evidently troubled by a copyist’s error. We must 
put the date of Rabbi Judah’s death one year earlier in 
Sherira, and we must read nw 1 D 3 , “about a year,” in 
Nathan (78, 7, below), which was misread as [rupJ 'D 3 , the 
) being taken for a stroke over the D. This by reading 
yilN for D'jnnN, became 'l in the Arabic version. 

This assumption is further supported by the variant 
reading instead of T*n, for the year of Rabbi Judah’s 
accession, and as all agree in naming eleven years as the 
duration of his incumbency, fl") results as the year of his 
death, and not rfan. In that case, Kohen-Zedek would 
have been in office about a year in rfan. 

The Predecessor of Saadia. 

Another difference, at first blush essential, between the 
two sources, concerns the Gaonate of Sura. According 
to Sherira, it was filled during the eight years we are 
now interested in by Rabbi Yom-Tob ben Rabbi Jacob. 
Nathan, however, names Rabbi Amram ben Solomon as the 
Gaon at Sura during the same period. The explanation made 
by Halevy of this portion of Nathan’s account we repu¬ 
diated at an earlier stage. / The difference between Sherira 
and Nathan can be reconciled only by assuming that the 
Gaon went by two names. There is a precedent for this. 
Rabbi Yom-Tob had a celebrated predecessor in the presi¬ 
dency of the Sura Academy, who also bore the name 
Yom-Tob, and after his entrance into office changed it. 
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I refer to Rabbi Tabyomi (=Yom-Tob), the son of Rab 
Ashi, who was called Mar as chief of the Academy. It 
is peculiar that Halevy should oppose the identification 
of Rabbi Yom-Tob with Rabbi Amram on the ground that, 
although Jews occasionally have two names, a Hebrew and 
a non-Hebrew, it has never happened that the same man 
bore two different Hebrew names. Is it conceivable that 
an historian of the Geonim should write thus, failing to 
recall that a celebrated Gaon of Sum is called Rabbi Moses 
in some sources, and Rabbi mrwo in others? Or is 
a name with the ending rv» less Hebrew than ana DV? 
One of the oldest of the Geonim of Sum, Rabbi Shashna, 
had the name engraved on his official seal. So 

Sherira reports. In connexion with this, it is worth 
noting that Sherira shortens the name of the Sura Gaon 
Sar Shalom to Shalom. It is not surprising, then, that 
he should be tempted to put so long a name as Yom-Tob 
Amram through the same process of abbreviation, by 
lopping off the first half. In a much later time the 
case of Immanuel of Rome forms an interesting parallel 
to the one under consideration in the Geonic time. In 
the introduction to his commentary on Proverbs he calls 
his father Jacob, though elsewhere he appears only as 
Shelomoh, just as the father of our Sura Gaon is Jacob 
to Sherira and Solomon to Nathan. The probability is 
that he owned both names, n&h? 2 py\ a combination not 
infrequently met with in later times 1 . There is still 
another Gaon whose father’s name undergoes a trans¬ 
formation in different sources. Rabbi Paltoi is introduced 
as the son of Abaye by Sherira and other authorities, 
while the author of the 420, calls his father 

Jacob. 

1 An example in modern times is the “Lissa Rav,” who calls his 
father n©o and also mco ipy. The latter may have received his seeond 
name by means of ccn in consequence of some severe illness, 
though it would be rather extraordinary that it should be Jacob, the 
same name as his son’s, an unusual occurrence among the Ashkenazim. 

F 2 
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The only problem left unsolved in Nathan’s narrative 
is his statement that the successor of Rabbi Amram ben 
Solomon and the predecessor of Saadia, in the Gaonate 
of Sura, was Hai ben Kiyyumi, whom he describes as 
“ the first of his generation/’ and as occupying the Gaonate 
for twenty years, until his death. As a period of twenty 
years is out of the question here, and as 3 and 1 are 
letters easily confounded, Graetz proposes to read 3 instead 
of 3 , so giving Hai ben Kiyyumi two years as president 
of the Academy instead of twenty. The objection made 
by Halevy to this emendation of Graetz cannot be taken 
seriously. “ How/’ exclaims Halevy, “ is it possible to read 
1 in this passage ? How could the writer [Nathan] have 
been betrayed into the error of calling one ‘the first of 
his generation * who officiated only two years ? Can a man 
become the first of his generation within two years ? ” It 
is difficult to maintain one’s gravity with such reasoning. 
Does Halevy suppose any one would think of suggesting 
that Rabbi Hai was called to the Gaonate as an infant 
in arms? Nathan remarks that Hai received his exalted 
office as the first, the most distinguished, scholar of his 
time, and what more natural than such a remark ? Whether 
Rabbi Hai, a contemporary of Rabbi Saadia, deserved the 
title “inn B^n cannot be determined after the lapse of time, 
but Nathan surely had as good a right to apply it to Rabbi 
Hai as many a modern author of Rabbinical works has 
to call two and sometimes three of his endorsers, on one 
and the same page, nhan Bwn. 

For the rest, this Hai apparently was not an insig¬ 
nificant personage. Saadia did not consider it beneath 
his dignity to quote him. Rabbi Isaac, of Vienna, in 
his m«, I, 197 a, top, cites an explanation with the 
words pro *n an D&a '■>£> nnyo am. As both Rabbi 
Hai ben David and Rabbi Hai ben Nahshon were not 
living at Saadia’s arrival in Babylonia, it could have 
been no one but this Hai, who, according to Nathan, 
died shortly before the appointment of Saadia, and, as 
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we know now 1 , Saadia lived in Babylonia for a time 
before he was chosen Gaon. In this period he must 
have made the acquaintance of Hai ben Kiyyumi, who 
accordingly does not owe his existence to the ignorance 
of Nathan, as Halevy would have us believe. 

It is easy to surmise why this Hai is not mentioned 
by Sherira, if one but scrutinises the words used by 
Nathan. The remark introducing him, “he was the first 
of his generation,” yields the desired explanation. After 
the death of Amram ben Solomon, or, to call him by the 
name Sherira uses, Yom-Tob ben Jacob, Sum possessed 
no dominant personality worthy to act as his successor 
in the Gaonate. Rabbi Hai was “the greatest scholar 
of his circle ,” and as such he presided over the Academy, 
if not as Gaon, at least as the leading spirit. It was 
on his death that the Exilarch was forced to entrust 
the office to the alien Saadia. That is the meaning of 
the sentence tnio raw ana pt w nn n>n wm. 
Sherira, who enumerates only the Geonim, had no occasion 
to mention Rabbi Hai ben Kiyyumi, who was not a Gaon. 
He was content to dispose of the couple of years of his 
activity as vice-Gaon as the time when the life at Sura 
was at its lowest ebb. 

The Chronology of the Geonim. 

We have reached the end of our investigation, which 
has resulted in a brilliant vindication of Nathan. We 
might stop here, except that it is proper to acknowledge 
the fact that the dates used here for the terms of the 
office of the Geonim were taken from the table contributed 
by A. Epstein to the Jewish Encyclopedia , s.v. “Gaon,” 

1 This follow® from the letters in the Ben-Meir Controversy, the 
correspondence relating to which can now be examined in its entirety 
in Sokolow, bnvn 'd, 19-189. It is noteworthy that while Rabbi Sherira 
leaves the impression that Rabbi Saadia was called from Egypt to the 
Gaonate, Rabbi( Nathan properly represents Rabbi Saadia as being in 
Babylonia wherl the call came to him. 
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though I was well aware that, in spite of the extreme care 
taken in compiling it, it must remain inaccurate in some 
details, because it is based mainly on Sherira’s Letter, of 
which we are not yet fortunate enough to possess an 
unexceptionable text, and Sherira himself is not blameless 
of errors and inaccuracies, especially in connexion with the 
older chronology. 

How careful one should be in such matters is illustrated by 
the following: In a long inquiry,extending over several pages 
(pp. 240-41, 248), Halevy endeavours to prove that Rabbi 
Zemah ben Paltoi occupied his office, not nineteen (D*'), but 
nine ('ti) years. Halevy’s trouble was in vain. The great- 
grandson of this Gaon, Rabbi Hezekiah ben Samuel, 

“HD, writes in 953 \ in explicit words, that Rabbi Paltoi 
and his son Rabbi Zemah officiated “about forty years.” 
From this there can be but one inference, that Zemah was 
in office at least nineteen years, which, added to the sixteen 
years of his father's incumbency, amounts to thirty-five, 
the “ about forty years ” of his great-grandson. 2 

In the discussion of the point whether Rabbi Samuel Resh, 
Kalla, the great-grandfather of Rabbi Sherira, is identical 
with Rabbi Samuel Resh Kalla, the teacher of Rabbi Aha 
of Shabha, Halevy seems to find no particular difficulty 
in the fact that the latter flourished about the middle of 
the eighth century, while Rabbi Judah, the son of the 
other Rabbi Samuel, died as late as 918, for Halevy 
implies that this Rabbi Judah attained to the age of 
one hundred and thirty years. Sherira reports that the 
secretary to the Gaon, Rabbi Joseph (814) was }1Na 

which, according to Halevy's interpretation, means 
that Rabbi Judah, who died in 918, occupied, in 814, 
the high office of secretary to the Academy, and as it 
is not likely that so important a position—Sherira tells 
us that the secretary to Rabbi Joseph managed the whole 
business of the Academy—would be entrusted to a man 

1 XVIII, 401; on the writer of the letter comp, above, p. 7, n. 1. 

2 Comp. Kiddushin , 12 a: l'bM mp. 
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under twenty-five, we must fix the year of his birth at 
about 790. It is superfluous to defend so serious an 
historian as Sherira against the charge of imbecility 
involved in attributing such statements to him. The 
sentence quoted means nothing but this, that “ the 
grandfather of the Gaon, who was my grandfather, was 
the secretary to Rabbi Joseph V* Accordingly, not Rabbi 
Judah, but Rabbi Judah’s grandfather, and the father of 
Rabbi Samuel Resh Kalla, was the secretary to Rabbi 
Joseph, and this fits the dates naturally, without the 
wrench of a miracle. Rabbi Judah, who died in 918, 
was probably bom about the middle of the ninth century, 
and his grandfather was a personage of importance as early 
as 814. 

The Geonic period is thus the poorer by two miracles: 
neither Rabbi Samuel nor his son Rabbi Judah lived 
beyond the age of Moses. But their descendant Sherira 
is the gainer in his reputation for truthfulness. Accordingly, 
when Rabbi Sherira speaks of the Gaon Rabbi Abba ben 
Ami (869) as :n no bw m p, we may not, in imitation 
of Halevy, impute to him the absurdity of meaning that he 
is a grandson of Rabbi Samuel, who acted as Gaon in 733. 
Sherira designates him asa“ descendant ” of this Gaon 2 . 

1 Rabbi Sherira did not care to say '3pi wi, because his 
maternal great-grandfather, Rabbi Zemah, had also been a Gaon, and 
the expression '2pi might have been applied to him. Also in the letter 
in J. Q. R., 1 . c., 'IN '2N is used for a similar reason. 

2 Comp, also Rabbi Sherira, 36, 4, below, novoN to V22 '32, naturally 
not grandchildren, but descendants. Halevy should not have permitted 
himself to forget the Halakah : 0^322 cn nn 0'32 '22. 
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THE HALAKIC LITERATURE OF THE GEONIM. 

Halakah the Main Feature of Geonic Literature. 

All the literary products of the Geonim bear the marks 
of a transition period. The m^rt can equally well be 
considered an epilogue to the Talmud as a precursor of 
Maimonides’ Yad. In an appraisal of the literary achieve¬ 
ments of the Geonim, the double character of the influence 
at work in their day must be borne in mind. On the one 
) ) hand, it was the time in which the text of the Talmud was 
fixed, and the Targumim and Midrashim received their 
final redaction, and, on the other hand, a beginning was 
made in the study of the Hebrew language, in Jewish 
philosophy, and in various other branches of literature 
and science that attained to full development in a later 
period, the so-called Rabbinic period. 

However, though poetry and philology, Targum and 
Midrash, mysticism and philosophy, were all represented 
in the time of the Geonim, the Geonic literature par 
excellence is after all Halakic in character and purport. 
Rabbi Saadia is one of the fathers of Bible exegesis and 
Hebrew grammar, and he may with propriety be called 
the earliest Jewish philosopher—Philo wasa Jew and a 
philosopher, but hardly a Jewish philosopher. But Saadia*s 
many-sided effectiveness cannot be put to the account of 
the Geonim. If he was a notable grammarian, a pioneer 
philosopher, an original exegete, it was not because he was 
a Gaon, but in spite of having been a Gaon. Even after 
the decay of the Palestinian Academies, it was in the Holy 
Land that the study of the Bible and the cultivation of 
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the Haggadah were carried on zealously 1 . The Masorah 
is a product of Palestine in the time we are considering, 
the greater number of the later Midrashim originated there, 
ancTthere^alsd we must look for the beginnings of the 
Piyyut &nd of neo-Hebraic poetry. But when we come 
to the field of the Halakah, we must turn to Babylonia, 
whose Jews occupy the leading place as Halakists. The 
rivalry of old standing between the Palestinian and the 
Babylonian scholars was decided by the work of the Geo- 
nim once for all time in favour of the eastern centre. 
The Babylonian Amoraim created a Talmud; the Geonim 
made of it “ The Talmud.” Even the Palestinians acknow¬ 
ledged its authoritativeness 2 . The historical importance of 
the Geonim may be summed up in this expression: They 
transformed a textbook into a code, and their literary 
activity was limited almost exclusively to the exposition 
and codifying of the Talmud. 

The Impulse to Geonic Literary Activity. 

It is difficult to detennine the date from which to reckon 
the beginnings of Geonic literature. The works preserved 
to us originated as late as the second half of the eighth 
century. But it is more than probable that written notes 
of the older Geonim, as well as their oral teachings and 
traditions, were embodied in the works of their successors 3 . 
For instance, the important decision given in a'n, 108 a 
(ed. Hildesheimer, 442), relative to the wording of a docu- 

1 The greater number of the so-called rroop 'do are, it is true, Palestinian, 
but only their final redaction falls within the Geonic time. The works 
proper belong to the Tannaitic-Amoraic period. The d^ed 'do, pub¬ 
lished by Schbnblum in his D'nnc: onDD mzjto, Lemberg, 1877, * s likewise 
pre-Geonic in its main contents. Rabbenu Hai, V'ujn, II, 40, and D"n, 
189, quotes a Halakah as a d’"»did nobm wvna, which is found literally 
in onDD 'co. dhe'id 'do alone is a Palestinian Halakic work of the 
Geonim period, but the author was familiar, not only with the Babylonian 
Talmud, but also with the Babylonian customs of his day. He must 
have spent some time in a Babylonian Academy as a student. 

2 Comp, above, p. 4, n. 1. 

3 Comp, y'j, 46 : 'otoc *= Vow, II, 53. 
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ment manumitting a slave, is cited literally by Hai, but 
not from this source. He introduces it with these words 1 : 
nunar m to onno nn« nn« Mwm lmaro nr -oi 
pra wnn» nn nnip win dik'd idvj& iwidp— 
“Thus wrote the former scholars, each in his secret roll, 
in which they recorded, for their own use, many teachings 
originating with the authorities of remotest times, who 
lived before Rabbi Jehudai.” 

Another passage in :Tn, 96 b (ed. Hildesheimer, 387-8), 
is quoted by Rabbi Sherira, but again not from this source 2 . 
He says: rurwi nnm pa-n pan wpj—“The 

scholars have the following explanation [of this passage] 
as a tradition of the Saboraim, who lived after the 
redaction of the Talmud.” 

A third passage in :Tn, 21a, is quoted thence by Rabbi 
Hai, but he adds 3 : vb *tnuD pan -man khmui— 
“The great men who lived after the Saboraim gave this 
explanation.’’ 

What Rabbi Hai tells us regarding “secret rolls,” for 
the private use of their owners, may help us to form 
an idea of how Geonic literature originated and developed. 
When the exigencies of the time made it absolutely necessary 
that the Talmud be put into tangible, permanent shape, 
the prohibition against committing the Law to writing 
was still not abrogated. It was merely limited. in its 
application to all productions except the Talmud: it alone 
was exempt. However, here and there a disciple of the 
early Geonim transgressed the regulation and indulged 
himself to the extent of keeping a “secret roll” for his 
own private use, and recording there^the dicta of his 
teachers which he desired to safeguard against oblivion. 
Therein the disciples of the Geonim followed the example 
of their Talmudic predecessors. But of actual literary 


1 Albargeloni, nrnovn 'c, 126. 

2 Halevy, 180, did not remember that this passage occurs in a*n. 

8 Kabbenu Nissim, on Shabbat , 12 a ; comp. Halevy, 181. 
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activity there was none. The impulse to produce in the 
real sense was supplied later, when the Geonim became 
the leaders of the Diaspora, and they were addressed by 
Jewish communities, remote and outlying as well as near 
by, for decisions on practical questions and for explanations 
of difficult Talmud passages. But the Gaonate as an 
institution vested with authority dates, as we have seen, 
from the second third of the seventh century. Before 
its first hundred years of institutional activity had elapsed, 
necessity, having first limited the application of the com¬ 
mand against committing the Law to writing, gradually 
abrogated it entirely 1 . 

yThe Responsa> are more than the beginning of Geonic 
literature. They are at the same time its most important 
department. The phrase current in Rabbinic literature, 
u tET Geonim say,” or “the Geonim write,” means one 
thing only, “ this is to be found in a Geonic Responsum.” 
But their Responsa possess value collectively, in relation 
to the period as a whole, rather than individually, as 
indicative of the mental calibre of one or another author, 
it seems desirable, before dealing with the Responsa, to 
consider the Halakic-Talmudic productions of the period. 


Rabbi Aha, of Shabha. 

Th^ oldest work of the Geonic time are the Sheg ltot 
*• Discussions 2 ,” by Rabbi Aha, of Shabha. Of the author 
nothing is known except that he left Babylonia about 
the middle of the eighth century, and settled in Palestine. 

1 Comp, below, pp. 97-8 and 119-20. 

2 That mnfoUD means not “ questions,” but rather “ discussions,” was 
first maintained by MiiUer, Briefe und Responsen , 31, note 62, and this 
view is justified in detail by Mendelsohn in R . A J., XXXII, 56 et seq. 
The latter makes no mention of Muller. As to the relative age of the 
She&tot and the a # n, see below, pp. 98 and 106. In beginning the discus¬ 
sion of the Halakic literature of the Geonim with the She&tot, I follow the 
accepted order. My own opinion is, as I show further on, that the 
nucleus of the Halakot Gedolot goes back to an earlier age than the SheSltot. 
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There was a reason for his emigration. In filling the 
Gaonate of Pumbedita the Exilarch had passed him by, 
disregarding his claims upon the office, paramount claims 
by reason of his position and his scholarship. 

Eabbi David of Estella, in the Provence, who lived 
at the beginning of the thirteenth century, speaks of 
works written by the Gaon Eabbi Shashna. If his 
statement rests upon a valid tradition 1 —Estella confesses 
that he himself was acquainted with no works by this 
Gaon except Eesponsa—we should have to remove the 
initial date of Geonic literary activity to about a century 
earlier than accepted facts have hitherto warranted, for 
the Gaon of Sura, Eabbi Shashna, also called Eabbi 
Mesharshia ben Tahlifa, occupied his office before 689. 
Unluckily, we cannot put implicit trust in Estella’s 
assertions, as is shown by the other information he 
gives us about Eabbi Shashna. He describes him as 
“the Gaon ordained during the lifetime of Eabbi Aha, 
of Shabha, who was passed over at the appointment.” 
What probably happened was that Estella wrote that 
'fcontM received the Gaonate instead of Eabbi Aha, and 
then he confounded this Natronai with the celebrated 
Gaon Natronai ben Hilai, the author of a number of 
Eesponsa and supposed author of a Halakic compendium 2 . 
In addition, a copyist twisted *untM into The 

next statement made by Estella, that Eabbi Aha lived 
after Eabbi Simon NT'p 3 , he derived from Eabbi Menahem 
Mei’ri 4 , who in turn took it from the chronicle of Eabbi 
Abraham Ibn Daud. EaBeD, who had a very corrupt 
text of Eabbi Sherira’s Letter before him, may have based 
his statement upon the passage about Eabbi Samuel, 33, 3 , 
below. The unusual name, no in no, together with the 

1 A Kabbalistic author of the fourteenth century mentions a 'i, 

Z.H . £., XII, 51. Is it a fictitious name? 3 Comp, below, p. 119. 

3 The origin as well as the pronunciation of this name is very 
doubtful. With Kahira it certainly has nothing to do. 

4 Mein's statements about the Geonim are full of errors, as proved 
below, p. 89. 
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unusual geographical designation Hpfctt, which, as we 
have seen 1 , was misunderstood even in modern times, 
was “ emended ” to read KT’pl 'P 3*1 'DVni. This supposed 
passage of Sherira’s is translated into Hebrew by RaBeD, 
who, after mentioning the Gaonate of Rabbi Samuel ben 
Mari, as he calls him, adds the words nt talDt? 'n 
jiyop 'n rwr (63, 6). 

Accordingly, there is no good reason for removing 
Rabbi Aha from the place conceded to him as the earliest 
Halakic author after the close of the Talmud. But if 
the time of Rabbi Aha remains as before, the scene of 
his literary activity is open to question. Palestine and 
Babylonia each urges its claim upon the Sheeltot. Though 
^the work is based exclusively upon the Babylonian Talmud, 
and the Palestinian Talmud is absolutely ignored in it, yet 
it is certain that Rabbi Aha did not compose his book until 
after he had settled in Palestine, whither he went when the 
Exilarch, for personal reasons, installed Rabbi Natronai, the 
secretary of Rabbi Aha, as Gaon of Pumbedita. Halevy is 
no less convinced (pp. 13a, 211-13) of Rabbi Aha’s having 
written his work before leaving Babylonia than he is of his 
having drawn upon the Palestinian Talmud in writing it, 
in the use of which source, he maintains, Rabbi Aha was 
like all the Geonim—they all knew it 2 . I hope to treat 

1 Comp, above, p. 49. 

2 Halevy’s remark on Rab Amram’s relation to the Yerushalmt is 

characteristic. In Yi , 58, we have Rab Amram’s Responsum addressed 
to the scholars of Barcelona, who were led to speak of a Yerushalmi 
passage in their question, because its relation to the Bdbli was not quite 
clear to them. Rab Amram writes : u And the dictum of the Yerushalmi 
similar to this [of the Babli ] which you quote, is not known to us.” 
Ergo, reasons Halevy, it can be seen that the Yerushalmi was disseminated 
everywhere! If this passage proves anything, it is an endorsement of 
Rapoport, Frankel, and Schorr, against whom Halevy directs his polemics. 
Their view is that the Babylonian Geonim did not know the Yerushalmi , 
but it was studied by the scholars of the that is, of Spain and 

especially North Africa. Also Halevy ignores the fact that this Responsum 
is not really by Rab Amram, but by Rabbenu Hai, to whom it is ascribed 
in 119, by Albargeloni, D'nyn 'd, 212, and by Nahmanides, ncnto, 

Pesahimj X, 3. 
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elsewhere of the relation of the Geonim to the Yerushalmi 
in detail. Here I shall confine myself to the discussion of 
this one point, whether or not it was used in the Sheeltot x . 


The Sheeltot and the Yerushalmi. 

Halevy believes he has found two quotations from the 
Yeru8hcdmi in the Sheeltot , enough to decide the question 
in his mind. But a superficial examination of the passages 
suffices to show that resort to the Yerushalmi is precluded. 
In Yer. Bezah , I, 60 a, the inference is made from the three 
superfluous words, V2b rvj ... •]«, in Exod. xii. 16, that, 
although the preparation of food is permitted on holidays, 
it is forbidden to reap, grind, and bolt. Each superfluous 
word points to a prohibited form of work. The passage in 
the Sheeltot , I, 158-9, supposed to correspond to the Bezah 
passage, reads: “ Even work necessary for the preparation 
of food is permitted only if it is of a sort habitually done 
on the same day, such as slaughtering, baking, and cooking, 
but grinding and bolting, which can be done before the 
holiday, may not be done thereon, for the Scriptures (Exod. 
xii. 16) excluded them, saying, ‘that only,’ cooking, baking, 
and the like, may be done 1 2 .” 

While the Yerushalmi specifies three definite kinds of 
work excluded by the use of three superfluous words in 
the Scriptures, Rabbi Aha deduces a principle, applicable 
to all work connected with the preparation of food. This 
principle he finds implied in the m$>, “ that only,” of the 
Scriptures, excluding all kinds of work which as a rule 
are performed days before the food is prepared for the 
table in the restricted sense. So fundamental is this dif¬ 
ference between the Sheeltot and the Yerushalmi , that 
even if it were impossible to trace Rabbi Aha’s real source, 

1 On the relation of the Sheeltot to the Yerushalmi , see the articles by 
Dr. Poznanski and Dr. Kaminka, in the Hebrew periodical Dipn, I, 
which appeared while this book was going through the press. 

2 Comp, also Sh&lta , CVII, 143. 
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we might still be sure that he was not deriving his 
support from the Yerushalmi. Fortunately, we are now 
able to assert that his source was the Mekilta de Rabbi 
Shime'on , 17, where his statement is found verbatim. 
Dr. Hoffmann, the learned editor of the Mekilta , would 
probably not have attempted the correction of the text 
according to the Yerushalmi if he had had the passage in 
the Sheeltot in mind. This Mekilta , designated^ by Rabbi 
Hai Gaon in Harkavy, 107, as 31 "an na'D, in contradis¬ 
tinction to the Mekilta of Rabbi Ishmael, which he calls 
“ the Palestinian,” was naturally well known to the 
Babylonian Rabbi Aha, and as he not infrequently made 
use of the other Halakic Midrashim, his resort to the 
Mekilta de Rabbi Shime'on in the passage under ex¬ 
amination calls for no remark. Of course, there is no 
intention of denying that a close connexion exists between 
the Mekilta passage and Rabbi Hezekiah’s dictum in the 
Yerushalmi . Rabbi Hezekiah modified an old Halakah 
in accordance with his own general system. The old 
Halakah, as given in the Mekilta , forbade all work con¬ 
nected with the preparation of food which as a rule is 
not done on the day on which the food is consumed. 
Illustrations are adduced—reaping, grinding, bolting. These 
and such as these are not permissible, the prohibition 
being indicated by the word nib in the Scriptural passage. 
Rabbi Hezekiah, a consistent representative of the school 
of Rabbi Akiba 1 , who, took the particles and Kin as 
“ exclusives/’ conceived the three sorts of work mentioned, 
not as illustrations of a general principle, but as an 
exhaustive enumeration of specific cases, finding a justi¬ 
fication therefor in the three Scriptural words, ru6, Kin, 
and IK. 

The other Yerushalmi quotation found by Halevy in 
the Sheeltot , XXIH, 69, requires mere collation of the 
two passages to demonstrate how untenable his con- 

1 See the discriminating remark made by Epstein in nwimpo, 53 et seq. 
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tention is. Rabbi Aha writes: HP fl'b H&b HP '31 
ota -idk t6 i? i>B 3 i» i? naia rv6 *\m w i? ^no *£. In 
Ter . Nedarim , X, 42 a, we read : btt 3 ^ ibid idkp jpn 
njnnp j«3 pa tw jk3 J'n now fprm * . . mb n»a vb yb. If 
Rabbi Aha had actually used the Yerushalmi , it would 
be inexplicable why he made so decided a change in the 
formula for the absolution from vows by a scholar, mnn 
D3n. Halevy permitted himself to be misled by a marginal 
note by Rabbi Isaiah Berlin on the Sheeltot , referring to 
the Yerushalmi passage. In reality, Rabbi Aha repro¬ 
duces the wording of the Babli Nedarim , 77 where 
lb bn *]b nmo is given as the usual formula for bn men. 

The attempts made by Reifmann, in the Bet-Talmud , 
III, 52-3, to prove Rabbi Aha’s use of the Yerushalmi , 
are by far more serious and painstaking. Nevertheless, his 
conclusions are hasty. Scrutiny reveals that not one of 
the five passages adduced by Reifmann, in support of his 
opinion that the Sheeltot drew upon the Yerushalmi , can 
be said with certainty to have been taken by Rabbi Aha 
from the Palestinian Talmud. His words in I, 2, of the 
Sheeltot , regarding Sabbath garments, agree literally with 
Pesikta JJ., XXIII, 115 b, and not with Yer. Pedh , VIII, 
21 b, top, an agreement to which Friedmann in his notes 
on the Pesikta called attention 1 . It is therefore more 
probable that Rabbi Aha used either the Pesikta or one 
of the sources of the Pesikta , than that he used the Yeru¬ 
shalmi. Weiss’s statement, 25, note 6, that the Pesikta is 
younger than the Sheeltot , is not a serious objection. What¬ 
ever may be its age in its present form, no one entertains 
a doubt that a very considerable portion of the Pesiktot 
is as old as the Talmud. 

The opinion of Rabbi Aha (XLVII, 146), that <he reason 

1 Comp, also Buber, Bet Talmud , III, 210, who entertains the same 
opinion as Friedmann, though he does not name him. However, this 
passage in the SheSlta does not seem to have belonged to the work in its 
original form. It is missing in most of the MSS., as may be seen in the 
first instalment of Dr. Kaminka’s Sheeltot, Vienna, 1908. 
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for keeping the Day of Atonement only one day, is that 
a two days’ fast might endanger life, has its parallel, not 
in the Yerushalmi alone, Hallah , I, 57 c, but also in the 
Babli Rosh ha-Shanah, 21 a, where Rabbi Nahman ex¬ 
claims against the Palestinian who would have had him 
fast a second day, “Death will be his (euphemism for 
‘my’) end!” 

Jeremiah xvii. 22, is cited by both the Yerushalmi, at 
the beginning of Shabbat , and the Babli , Bezah, 12 a, as 
the basis for the prohibition of carrying burdens on the 
Sabbath. Hence its use for the same purpose in the 
Sheeltot, XIL, 156, proves nothing conclusive as to Rabbi 
Aha’s use of the Yerushalmi . 

The explanation given by the Sheeltot \ LV, 186, of the 
Babli Baba Batra , 165 a, coincides with the view of 
the Yer. Gift in, IX, 50 c. Nevertheless, Rabbi Aha’s words 
are not a quotation from the Yerushalmi, but merely an 
explanation, his explanation, of the Babli passage. 

That the formula for b)tZ2 given by Rabbi Aha, LXXIV, 

26-7, is not derived from Per. Pesahim , II, 28 d, Reifmann 
might have deduced from the language. Not only is it 
Hebrew in the Yerushalmi and Aramaic in the Sheeltot, 
but the Aramaic is Babylonian and not Palestinian. Instead 
of rwvm . # , wen, the Palestinians would have said 

.Trron . ♦ ♦ ♦ wen. It is interesting to note, by the way, 
that in the rituals the formulas vary between ♦ . ♦ ♦ wen 
nwrn and nwen ♦.. ♦ won. The Palestinian wording of 
the formula and the Babylonian have come down to us 
side by side. It should also be noted that the Yerushalmi 
cites the formula on the authority of the Babylonian 
teacher Rab. Its use by Babylonian Jews can, therefore, 
be presupposed without assuming that they had to derive it 
from a source foreign to them. Comp. Ratner, ad loc. 

Besides these seven passages enumerated by Reifmann 
and Halevy, I would call attention to two more, which, 

1 Reifmann, in his essay in the Bet Talmud , III, 53, did not know that 
the Tur Ifoshen Mishpat , 51, meant this Yerushalmi passage. 

I G 
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at first sight, would seem to confirm the opinion that Rabbi 
Aha used the Yerushalmi for his Skeeltot. But a closer 
examination disposes of them as of the others. In contents 
the sentence in LXXIII, 25 ♦ . ♦ ton 'ty ITT Tt6, comes 
pretty close to the Yerushalmi statement in Hallah , II, 
58 d, top. And yet it need not be supposed that Rabbi 
Aha did not derive his view from the Babli Shabbat , 76 b. 

The Haggadistic reason for the four cups of wine formu¬ 
lated by Rabbi Aha, LXXVII, 36, is found in the Yer. 
Pesahim, X, 57 c, top, but also in Genesis JR., LXXXVIII. 
As Rabbi Aha’s use of the Haggadic Midrashim in other 
parts of his work is not open to doubt, the probabilities 
are in favour of his having drawn upon the Midrash 
rather than the Yerushalmi as his source—a likelihood 
that is strengthened by the fact, that for centuries after 
Rabbi Aha it was still customary to quote Haggadic 
passages from the Midrashim, even when they occurred in 
the Talmudim 1 2 . Moreover, Rabbi Aha’s book, as a whole, 
is planned after the model of the Haggadic Midrashim 
on the Pentateuch, which would argue a natural preference 
for the Genesis Rabba as compared with the Yerushalmi . 

If, as to the last passage, it must be conceded that our 
data do not permit us to go beyond the mere supposition 
that Rabbi Aha drew his Haggadot from sources other 
than the Yerushalmi , there can yet be no doubt that the 
legend which he relates about Artaban and Rabbi, CXLV, 
114, is not taken from the Yerushalmi Peah, I, 15 d, 
bottom, but from a Haggadic source, and a Babylonian 
Haggadic source at that. The passage iJDVyb— TO occurs 
neither in the Yerushalmi , 1. c., nor in the parallel passage 
in Genesis R ., LXXXV, end. In contents it reminds one 
strikingly of the Babylonian legend about the healing of 

1 The words Nunn Harry mean u to mix the chaff with the grain 

again.’* 

2 Rashi, for instance, in his commentary on the Pentateuch, frequently 
quotes Genesis R. and other Midrashim, though he might have found the 
same passages in the Yerushalmi. 
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the princess by Rabbi Simon ben Yohai \ and linguistically 
it betrays Babylonian origin by the use of mp, “she-devil 1 2 .” 
The Palestinians knew no female demons, and certainly not 
the word applied to them by Rabbi Aha. 

The reference to Ezra x. 8, as the Scriptural basis for 
the excommunicating power of the court, in the Sheeltot , 
CXXX, 45, Rabbi Aha did not derive, as might at first 
sight be supposed, from Yer . Moed Katan , III, 81 d. 
His text in the Babli Moed JjCatan, 16 a, doubtless read 
rbm “pno wm otdt pennon instead of 

rmt ponnon. 

The whole detailed discussion of court procedure in the 
Sheeltot is taken literally from the passage in the Babli , 
and it would be difficult to suggest a reason for Rabbi 
Aha’s resorting to the Yerushalmi for a single point, 
especially as he completely ignores the only new legal 
aspect presented in the Yerushalmi 3 . The assumption 
here made cannot be objected to as forced, because we 
know that Rabbi Aha’s text of the Babli frequently varies 
from ours, and in the passage under consideration, where 
our text is manifestly corrupt, the reading offered by him 
is an essential improvement 4 * * * * . 

1 Briefly in the Talmud, Meilah , 17 b; in detail in 3% ed. Hildesheimer, 
601-4; and Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrash, VI, 128-30. About a Genizah 
fragment of this legend, see a note by the present writer in the Z. H. B., 
XI, 127. 

2 The Biblical mu was translated by li sedan-chair ” in Palestine, and 
by “ she-devil ’’ in Babylonia; Gif tin, , 68 a. The sources enumerated in 
note 2 (with the exception of the Talmud reference) also use mu in the 
sense of u she-devil.’* The popular belief in Babylonia could not get 
away from Lilith and the she-devils akin to her. Another noteworthy 
expression is *uu, occurring in this passage of the She&tot , but in this 
sense not used in the Yerushalmi. 

3 The Yerushalmi speaks of excommunication for a person who does not 
obey a summons to court within three days. The Babli and Rabbi Aha 
say nothing about the term. 

4 According to our text, the same used by Rashi, win serves as proof 

for D"in, which contains curses, but that curses may, in certain circum* 

stances, be employed the Talmud derives from Neh. xiii. 25, where 

is used! Hence there can be no doubt that the correct reading is: 

G 2 
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It must be admitted that circumspect care is required 
in dealing with the Talmud text of Rabbi Aha. The pas¬ 
sage in the Sheeltot , LIV, 177, on rmn *pn, is a striking 

illustration. In form it is much closer to Yer. Berakot , 
I, a d, than to the corresponding Babli text, Berakot , 42 a. 
In his learned scholia DW1T1 rantc, 11, ad loc., Ratner 
does not hesitate to attribute it to the Yerushalmi as 
Rabbi Aha’s source, and yet it can readily be demonstrated, 
from the words of the Sheeltot , that it goes back to the 
Babli. In the first place, the dictum regarding the washing 
of the hands is attributed to the same Amora, Rabbi 
Hayyah bar Ashi, in the Babli as in the Sheeltot , while 
in the Yerushalmi , Rabbi Ze'ira cites it in the name of 
Rabbi Abba bar Jeremiah, and these latter personages 
appeared in the Yerushalmi text of the Geonim, as can 
be seen from the citations in Ratner. But there is a more 
important difference, the radical difference between the 
conception of the Babli and the conception of the Yeru¬ 
shalmi. According to the Babli, the Halakah ordains that 
the washing of hands must be followed at once by the 
saying of grace after meals, while the Yei'ushalmi holds 
that another subject is dealt with, the washing of the 
hands before the meal, to be followed directly by the bene¬ 
diction prescribed for it. We are here not interested in 
determining which of the two is the correct conception 1 . 
Rabbi Aha, however, does not leave us in doubt as to his 

yyin 'ixD rrb'i /- in o'npi bib mrra 'rrwoi pro bDb pTrann 
rrarcv Tn» .... mo, and not only was this the reading known to 
Rabbi Aha, but it was also that of the anonymous Gaon in 217. 

What the Talmud wanted to derive from the verse is that the great 
excommunication, cnn, forbids all intercourse with the excommunicated. 
As for the power of the court to decree excommunication, that the Talmud 
derived from Ezra x. 8, as may be seen from Rabbi Aha's text. Comp, 
also Rabbi Hananel on this passage, the text of which, as he had it, also 
deviates from ours. 

1 The attempts to harmonise the contradictory statements in the 
Yerushalmi and the Babli on this point are futile, in spite of the fact that 
Rabbi Elijah Wilna countenances them in his commentary on the Orah 
Hiayyim , § 166, 2. ' / 
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opinion in the matter. It accords so entirely with the 
view of the Babli , that every possibility is precluded of 
tracing his citation back to the Yerushalmi. It is true, 
the Scriptural passages justifying the Halakah are enumer¬ 
ated only in the Yerushalmi , which might suggest the 
idea that, though Rabbi Aha espouses the view of the 
Babli , he yet resorts to the Yerushalmi for proofs. But 
this suggestion may be considered disposed of by the fact 
that the MS. Paris of the Babli contains the Scriptural 
passages in the Babli. There is thus no reason why Rabbi 
Aha should have had to resort to the Yerushalmi. 

A valuable passage for the present investigation is offered 
by the Sheeltot, XCVI, 104-5. ^ ease is there discussed 
which was submitted by Samuel to his friend Rab, but 
which is not mentioned in the Talmud. In his 'bvi, 
ed. Berlin, 2d, the RaBeD comments upon Rabbi Aha’s 
statement with the words, “ I do not know where he found 
it.” But the RaBeD’s father-in-law, Rabbi Abraham of 
Narbonne, in his Eshkol , I, 117, gives the Yerushalmi as 
Rabbi Aha’s source. Whether or not the author of the 
Eshkol had in mind Per. Ketubot , II, 26 c, which contains 
a statement similar to that in the Sheeltot , cannot be main¬ 
tained with any degree of certainty. He may have used, as 
is frequently done by the old authors J , to designate 

some apocryphal source or other. However this may be, 
that Rabbi Aha did not use the Yerushalmi passage in 
Ketubot admits of no doubt. His presentation of the case 
is very much more detailed than that of the Yerushalmi, 
and the peculiarity of Rabbi Aha, so far from being a 
tendency to elaborate a passage, is to condense the Tal¬ 
mudic sources. There is a positive and clinching proof, 
besides, to show that his source was a Babylonian and not 

1 To this peculiarity Rapoport drew attention in his biography of 
Rabbenu Nissim, note 39, and in recent times such so-called Yerushalmi 
quotations were collected by Buber, Epstein, and Wolf Rabbinowitz, and 
published in Luncz’s D'teiv, VII. Rabbi Aaron, of Lunel, II, 179, 
calls our Tamid , Yerushalmi Tamid ; comp, also below, p. 157. 
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a Palestinian work. The final phrase, J'OD't pjD^K N:n y 
makes it plain; this expression occurs nowhere but in the 
Babylonian Talmud 1 . Another proof of the Babylonian 
origin is afforded by the proverb cited, 

WOtta rrb, also a Babylonian locution. Moreover, it appears 
from a comparison of this passage with nvnro, II, 145~-6 r 
that our text of th q Sheeltot has been considerably shortened 2 ; 
the author of the We-Hizhir had the complete text before 
him, and as he has it, it could not have been taken from 
Yer. Ketubot , which is by far not so full of details. It 
is not an impossible supposition that Rabbi Aha’s text 
of Babli Ketubot , 22 a-b, contained his whole statement^ 
while but a few words have been preserved in our Talmud 
editions. 


Plan and Purpose of the Sheeltot. 

In spite of all the results attained above, it would still 
be an over-hasty conclusion to infer that Rabbi Afia wrote 
his work in the years of his life in Babylonia. Internal 
and external reasons alike militate against this assumption. 
There are, in the first place, a number of linguistic 
peculiarities in the Sheeltot , which clearly betray the 
Palestinian origin of the work. With a Babylonian like 
Rabbi Aha, who handled the dialect of his native land 
with extraordinary skill, they can be explained only aa 
marks left upon his style by the Palestinian Aramaic of 
his later abode 3 * * * * 8 . Here are some of the idiosyncrasies on 

1 Ketubot, 22 b, and six other passages, marked in the margin of the 

Talmud. 

* The application of this proverb becomes intelligible only in the form 

it has in the TO; Briill (Jahrbucher, II, 149-50), who, contrary to his 

usual habit, has treated this question of Rabbi Aha’s use of the Yerushalmi 

in a very superficial way, decides in the affirmative, essentially on the 

basis of this passage. 

8 If Rabbi Aha actually delivered lectures in Palestine, which seems 
very probable, the influence of the Palestinian Aramaic is all the more 
to be expected. 
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which the assertion just made is based. Rabbi Aha uses 1 
«n'3HD indiscriminately for Mishnah and Bamita , while 
the Babylonian Talmud is unfailing in drawing a sharp 
distinction between pYOHD, the Mishnah , and WYOHD, a 
Baraita. In this respect, Rabbi Aha follows the habit 
of the Yerushalmit which conveys both concepts by Krwntx 
The interrogative pronoun *n*n, an exclusively Palestinian 
expression, is frequently used by Rabbi Aha. Similarly, " 
the introductory formula of many of the Sheeltot , NS&&6, ^ 
peculiar to our author, is of Palestinian derivation. In the 
Babylonian dialect the only permissible forms would be 
or 2 . The other formula used by our author, 
lnv D"D, is also Palestinian; in the Ai’amaic of Babylonia, 
is not used at all, and the connotation given to in* 
by Rabbi Aha also corresponds to its Palestinian rather 
than its Babylonian meaning 3 . | In connexion with this 
linguistic analysis, it must be borne in mind that Pales¬ 
tinian forms of speech were current in official and legal 
documents. With the customs and regulations which the 
Babylonian Jews imported from their Palestinian brethren, 
they borrowed also the language garb in which they were 
clothed in their original home. From the lexicographical 
point of view, the Targum Onkelos is the Aramaic of the 
Babylonian dialect, but its grammatical structure stands 
the most rigid tests imposed by a correct Palestinian 
Aramaic. The formulas prescribed by the Babli 4 for legal 

1 The passages are enumerated by Reifmann, 1 . c., though he failed 
to notice that they betrayed Palestinian influence. On this difference 
between the Babli and the Yerushalmi , comp. Lewy, ZJeber .. . Mischna des 
Abba Saul , 4, note 2, and the article on “ Baraita’’ by the present writer, 
in the Jewish Encyclopedia, 

a The root rp* disappeared from the Babylonian, with the exception 
of which may be a Palestinian terminus technicus . Instead of it, 

rjV is used, to which, of course, rjVna belongs, not, as Kohut, s. v., says, 
to Fjta. He also reads mcV&t, deriving it from the Aphel, though the 
other form assures the reading from the Kal. 

* Rabbi Aha uses yu? in the sense of l ' { doubtful ”, as the Yemshalmi 
does. The use of the word in the Babli is very different. 

4 Comp., for instance, Qitfin, 85 b, and what is said upon the passage 
in G. S., p. 166. 
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documents are likewise in the Aramaic dialect of Palestine, 
and it would not be unnatural to find that the turns of 
speech used in the Academies and in the houses of prayer 
were Palestinian. As for the formula in* 0*0, Nathan 
says explicitly (84, 12) that it was used by the Geonim 
in their lectures. In view thereof, it is very suggestive 
that Nathan himself offers us the Babylonian form, wyiD, 
while Rabbi Aha uses Nniw, the Palestinian form \ 

These internal proofs of the Palestinian origin of the 
Sheeltot are strengthened by reasons of an external nature. 
The most important Halakic product of the Geonic time, 
the Sheeltot are yet not mentioned by a single one of the 
Geonim, excepting only the last of them, Rabbi Hai. 
The latter has only one reference to Rabbi A ha’s work, 
to be found in Harkavy’s Collection, 191. But of Rabbi 
Hai we know 1 2 that he was in correspondence with Pales¬ 
tinian scholars, and it is natural to conjecture that the 
Sheeltot were brought to his notice through his intercourse 
with them. Even in the post-Geonic time, the scholars 
who make use of Rabbi Aha’s work are those in particular 
of whom we know in other ways that Palestinian sources 
were accessible to them 3 . So far as I am aware, Alfasi 
never mentions the Sheeltot in his compendium 4 5 , while his 
younger contemporary in France, Rashi, attributes great 
importance to them 6 . Also, the Italian Nathan, the author 

1 On this peculiar use of Nrfow, comp, above, p. 75, n. 2. 

3 Harkavy, 29. 

3 If the vmm was not composed in Palestine, at least it was written 
under Palestinian influence. Comp. Epstein, R. £. J ., XLVI, 201, and 
Barnstein, in Sokolow’s tarn' d, 49. Concerning the relation of the 
SheSltot to We-Hishir , see Parties, 22 a, where the text stands in need of 
emendation. R. Kalonymos of Lucca quotes the SheSltot, comp, p'j, 133. 

4 The benediction for Vim, in Alfasi, Pesahim , I, 1, is not derived 
from the Sheeltot , but from a Geonic Responsum, and the passage in 
I'Vcn 'n, 15, ed. Wilna, is a gloss. 

5 Rashi copies complete sentences from the SheSltot , and always calls 

the author pw ; comp, the Sheeltot passages cited by Rashi, in Zunz’s 
biography of Rashi; also the quotation from the MS. of dtid in Azulai ; 
/mr, s. v. Nr?N. 
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of the * Aruk , mentions the Sheeltot several times. Now 
it is well known that the Italian and the Franco-German 
Jews early maintained relations with Palestinian scholars, 
and this would explain their knowledge of the Sheeltot 
We are now called upon to deal with a curious com¬ 
bination of circumstances—a^workjcomposed^ in Palestine 
ignores the Yerushqlm% though its author has the oppor- 
“tfunity of citing it on every one of his pages. The 
explanation must be sought in the nature of the author’s 
aim when he set himself the task of writing the book. 
In the introduction to his work, iWQfi rva, reprinted in 
Neubauer, Mediaeval Jewish Chronicles , II, 225, Rabbi 
Menahem Meip has the following to say upon this subject: 
^ We have a trustworthy tradition that Rabbi Aha had 
a son who refused to devote himself to study, and for him 
he wrote the Sheeltot , that in reading the Pentateuch 
portion each week, he might at the same time be forced 
to familiarise himself with certain Halakic pieces.” 

C In spite of all the reverence due to so great a scholar as 
Mei'ri, it is still difficult not to indulge in doubts of the 
trustworthiness of his tradition. We are expected to 
believe that the first work of importance after the close 
of the Talmud owed its existence to the laziness of an 
unruly boy. In general, Meiri’s account of the Geonim 
is a mixture of distorted and inaccurate statements 1 , and 
this fact relieves us of the necessity of dealing seriously 
with his legend, which, besides, is denied by the plan and 
style of the Sheeltot . 

First as to the plan of the book. In the editions 2 we 

1 Rabbi Nahshon is put before Rabbi Moses, Rabbi Hai ben David 
officiates as the successor of Rabbi Saadia, while Kohen-Zedek and 
Rab Amram are called his successors! This specimen should suffice 
to put a proper valuation upon Meiri’s Geonic traditions. 

a First edition, Venice, 1546, to which the other editions go back, with 
the exception of ed. Wilna, for which the learned editor and commentator, 
Rabbi Naphtali Zebi Berlin, used manuscript material. The bibliography 
on the She&tot will be found rather complete attached to the present 
writer’s article, “ Aha of Shabha,” in the Jewish Encyclopedia. 
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have of it, it contains 171 1 Sheeltot , arranged according 
to the weekly pericopes of the Pentateuch. Each Sheelta 
consists of five elements, unfortunately not always present 
"In our printed edition. We shall take as an illustration 
the first Sheelta^ which probably has reached us com¬ 
paratively intact. It begins thus: “ Sheelta : The house 
of Israel is in duty bound to rest on the Sabbath day, for 
when the Holy One, blessed be his Name, created the 
world, he created it in six days, he rested on the seventh 
day, which he blessed and sanctified.” This is the intro¬ 
duction to the first division of the Sheelta , which consists 
of a number of Halakot from .the Talmud relating to the 
rest of the Sabbath day and its sanctification. Then 
follows the/ second^division, beginning with the words: 
*\b'ftb nN in* D"D, “But this thou must learn,” which 
introduce jbwo Hala kic questions—whether a fast should 
be broken simultaneously with the entering of the Sabbath, 
as fasting on the Sabbath is forbidden, and whether the 
prohibition against running on the Sabbath includes run¬ 
ning to the synagogue or the house of learning. The 
arguments for and against having been stated briefly, the 
third part comes, introduced by the formula inn 

m»y xsbxb kui ne*> by armsoi annw x:b ann 
—“ Blessed be the Name of the Holy One who hath given 
us the Torah and the laws, by the hand of our teacher 
Moses, in order to instruct his people, the house of Israel” 
But instead of giving a decisive reply to the questions 
propounded, the third division consists of Halakic and 
Haggadic pieces taken from the Talmud Babli , and from the 
Midrashim, all of them such as bring out the significance of 
the Sabbath. After this rather lengthy portion, in the nature 
of a digression, the fourth division presents the answer 
to the two questions, introduced by the words: “And 
regarding the questions which you put to me/’ Nr6w 
p 3 Wp The questions and arguments are recapitu- 


1 There are two ways of counting the SheSltot , I follow that of ed.Wilna. 
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lated, and on the basis of the statements of the Talmud, 
a conclusion is reached. The final divis ion is a Derashah , of 
which the text has preserved only the superscription Vand 
nothing besides. While the other four parts are still more 
or less distinguishable in many of the Sheeltot , the fifth 
part, the Derashah , has disappeared in absolutely every 
instance, and even of the superscriptions only twenty-nine 
have come down to us 2 . 

In an article by the present writer, on Rabbi Aha, of 
Shabha, Jewish Encyclopedia , I, pp. 278-80, the conjecture 
was hazarded that these Derashot were talks consisting of 
Halakic and Haggadic material, and that the Sheeltot as 
we now have them were abstracts of these lectures, giving 
the beginning of' them and the end. It now appears that 
this conjecture requires considerable modification, by reason 
of the new light shed upon the subject by the Genizah 
fragment published in G. S. 9 pp. 354-62, which constitute 
the Derashah attached to Sheelta , XLIII, and pp. 365-9, 
the Derashah of the next Sheelta , show the character of 
the fifth, the concluding division of each of the Sheeltot. 
They-are neither more nor less than literal extracts from 
the Babylonian Talmud, occasionally somewhat shortened, 
the choice of the parts of the Talmud being influenced 


1 The superscription is mtiw mpn, the fourth section of the treatise 
Pesahim. The beginning (50 b) deals with travelling on Friday, a subject 
akin to the one discussed by Rabbi Aha in this Sheelta. Reifmann, 1 . c., 
thinks that lams? 0*90 has reference to Yer. Moed Katan , III, 82 d, which 
is out of the question. 

8 Comp, the list in Reifmann, 1 . c. In G. p. 366, a marginal note 
by a scribe or a reader gives the order of the succession of the parts 
of a Sheelta agreeing with that of the editions. The probability is, 
however, that originally the Derashah came in the fourth place, with 
the introductory word “pi. For reasons given further on it was later 
moved to the end of the She&ta , and then dropped entirely. This surmise 
is corroborated by G. S., p. 364, 1 . 5, where "pn is followed by the heading 
“ Derashah 1 * together with the theme of the Derashah , though the Derashah 
itself is at the end, in p. 365, line 9 et seq. If I am correctly informed, 
the order here described as original with the Sheeltot is met with in MSS. 
of the Sheeltot 
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by their connexion with the subject treated in a given 
Sheelta. The Derashah on Sheelta , XLIII, pp. 354-62, is 
composed of extracts from the fifth section of the treatise 
Baba Mezia , containing the Talmudic laws of usury, which 
are discussed in the Sheelta. A similar analysis holds good 
of the other Derashah given 1 . This being their character, 
it is now plain why the copyists omitted the Derashot . 
They conveyed absolutely nothing new, either in form 
or in content, and in later times there was no reason lor 
rewriting what could be found in the Talmud copies. 

The important aspect of the Derashot is that through 
them light is thrown upon the purpose intended to be 
served by Rabbi Aha with his book. The Sheeltot have 
the purpose of introducing the Babylonian Talmud to the 
Palestinians. At the time of Rabbi Aha, we may be sure 
that copier of the Talmud were not too plentiful, therefore 
it was his aim to extract verbatim a considerable portion 
of it 2 , especially the practical material, and group it 
about the Biblical laws as they succeed each other in the 
Scriptures. To make his collection available for practical, 
pedagogic ends, Rabbi Aha, considerate of Palestinian 
taste, provided each section of his compendium with\a 
lecture consisting of Halakah and Haggadah, in which 
a comprehensive summing up was made of one or rwe 
of the points treated ramblingly and minutely in he 
Derashah. From of old, the Haggadists in Palestine applied 
the Yelamdenu Midrash for their purposes. Their method 
was to take a Halakah as their starting-point, and then 
pass over to their real subject. Rabbi Aha followed their 
example to the extent that he did not exclude the Hag¬ 
gadah from his lectures, but in his scheme it occupied 
the same place that the Halakah had in the scheme of the 

1 In this Derashah there are even extracts from the Mishnah. Probably 
they were followed by the Talmud passages applying to them. 

8 If the Derashah reproduced in G. S . 9 pp. 354-62, is a proper criterion 
as to the length of the Derashot , Rabbi Aha extracted about one-fifth of 
the whole Talmud! 
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Palestinian Haggadists 1 . The Haggadah was his starting- 
point, his real subject was the Halakah. To the Haggadists 
he owed also the arrangement of the material according 
to the weekly lesson from the Pentateuch, which had never 
before him been attempted by a Babylonian, nor was there 
one to attempt it after him 2 . In Babylonia, the home 
of the Halakah, a plan on this basis would have been 
entirely unnatural, in view of the fact that the first book of 
the Pentateuch is purely narrative, as are also large portions 
of the second, fourth, and fifth, and therefore altogether 
unsuitable as a basis for legal discussions. Palestine, on the 
other hand, was the home of Haggadistic interpretation, 
for which the Pentateuch was chosen with instinctive dis¬ 
cernment. Rabbi Aha shows a fine sense for the peculiarity 
of his new surroundings, when he accepts, for Halakic 
purposes, the model furnished him by the Haggadists.] 
But docile as he was, he could not prevent himself from I 
betraying his Babylonian origin. Instead of using as 
the basis of his work the triennial cycle of Pentateuch 
pericopes adopted in the Holy Land, he held to the annual 
cycle of his native country 3 . 

In general, Rabbi Aha remained more or less consciously 
under the dominance of Babylonian customs during his 
sojourn in Palestine. His predilection appears notably in 
the fact that he did not attach his discussion upon the 
importance of the study of the Torah to the Biblical law 

1 Graetz, Geschichte , V s , 162, lias completely reversed the true relation 
of Rabbi Aha to the Haggadic Midrashim, when he maintains that the 
SheSltot served as a model for the later Haggadic collections, by which 
he means the Tanhuma Midrashim. 

2 Of all the Midrashim, the n't 'pic may be designated as Babylonian, 
and although it is essentially a Haggadic elaboration of the narratives 
in the first book of the Bible, it still is not arranged according to the 
Pentateuch lessons. 

3 Doubtless the influence of the Babylonians must have made itself 
felt in this respect in the time of Rabbi Aha, and probably there were 
u Babylonian synagogues ” in Palestine, such as had the one-year cycle 
of Pentateuch lessons. On the influence of the Babylonian rituals in 
Palestine see G. S ., p. 58. 
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in Deut. vi. 7, in the section pnnxi. Instead, he displayed 
great ingenuity in working it into the pericope called *]b *]i>. 
The reason is very simple. The “ reception Sabbath ” of the 
Exilarch in Babylonia coincided with Sabbath *]b The 
Geonim, or rather the Geonim of Sura, were in the habit 
of utilising this occasion, which attracted people from 
all parte, for a lecture, and naturally enough the study 
of the Torah was a favourite theme 1 . And it was this 
custom of his native land Rabbi Aha had in mind when 
he used the Sheelta on for a disquisition on l)vbr\ 

rmn. 

How completely the Geonic and post-Geonic develop¬ 
ment of Halakic literature was moulded by Babylonia, 
is shown by the fact that there is but a single work 
patterned after the Sheeltot, the book We-Hizhir , the be¬ 
ginnings of which are probably to be placed in the tenth 
century. All that we know about the author is that he 
stood under strong Palestinian influences 2 . Not only is 
the We-Hizhir constructed on the same formal plan as the 
Sheeltot, but it embodied copious excerpts from Rabbi 
Aha’s w T ork, a circumstance which makes it most valuable 
for us, inasmuch as its text of the Sheeltot frequently 
differs from ours 3 . The text upon which our editions are 
based has suffered additions and abbreviations as well. In 
0 . S., p. 353 et seq., below, Genizah fragments of pieces of 
the Sheeltot missing in the printed text have been repro- 


1 Comp, above, p. 5, n. 1. 

3 Comp, above, p. 88, n. 3. 

3 On this comp. Rapoport, jn: '■» nrfnn, note 4, and Addition 1, also 
Reifmann, 1 . c. Our Sheeltot are defective in arrangement, too. For 
instance, there can be no doubt that the Sheelta CXXIII on roin 
belongs to the pericope and not to , as the editions have it. 

Mahzor Vitrify 394, and Rashi’s Siddur (Buber’s Introduction to minn 'd, 
84) quote this She&ta properly as belonging to nito. Hurwitz, the editor 
of the Mahzor , and Buber both went astray, therefore, when they were of 
opinion that the SheUtot passage in question was missing in our editions. 
On She&tot quotations in the * Aruk , comp. Buber’s letter addressed to 
Kohut, in the latter’s introduction to the jny. 
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duced from the Taylor-Schechter collection at Cambridge 1 . 
On the other hand, the Halakot of Rabbi Aha, which are 
mentioned by Maimonides in his introduction to the 
Mishnah, are not a lost book, but the Sheeltot under 
another name. The Halakot Pemkot of Rabbi Aha, sup¬ 
posed to be mentioned by Rabbi Moses of Coucy in his 
a*DD, Commandement 50, is a printer’s error as old as the 
second edition of 1488. The first edition, before 1480, 
reads properly WV instead of wnK 2 . 

Rabbi Jehudai the Earliest Halakic Writer in 
Qeonio Times. 

“ Since many years until this day there was none like 
unto Rab Jehudai, for he was great in knowledge—of 
the Bible, the Mishnah, the Midrash, the Tosafot, the 
Haggadot—and in the practical law* It was his habit 
never to say anything he had not heard from his teacher. 
He was great in holiness and purity, in piety and humility, 
he was zealous in the fulfilment of all commands. He 
sacrificed himself for the sake of God 3 , and he drew men 
near to the Torah and to obedience to the law, and none 

after him was like unto him.Rabbi Jehudai once 

said, Ye have never submitted a matter to me, and I 

1 There is no telling whether all these She&ltot fragments belong to the 
original work of Rabbi Aha, or are later productions modelled after his 
work. The She&ta on the Day of Atonement, pp. 373-81, shows so many 
verbal agreements with the a*n that it cannot but have made use of the 
latter. 

2 The first to call attention to this alleged Halakot of Rabbi Aha was 
S. Bloch, in his Hebrew translation of Zunz’s biography of Rashi. 
Reifmann, 1 . c., mentions it likewise, without referring to Bloch. Comp, 
also below, p. 100, n. 1. 

8 The expression o'otob loss ns tdno is usually applied to martyrs who 
sacrifice life in the service of God, but the preceding word rrm shows 
plainly that there was no idea of conveying the notion of Rabbi Jehudai’s 
having died a martyr's death. Rapoport’s assumption, ion ona, VI, 243, 
that Rabbi Jehudai died a martyr, is refuted by this fragment; comp; 
also Weiss, 41, n. 17. 
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decided it, but that I had a proof from the Talmud for 
my decision, and from the practice of my teacher, who 
would have it from his teacher. I never rendered a decision 
wherefor I had only a proof from the Talmud, and not 
from the practice of my teacher, or wherefor I had a proof 
only from the practice of my teacher, and not from the 
Talmud/' 

This characterisation of Rabbi Jehudai, quoted in G. S. y 
pp. 52-3, by a younger contemporary of the great Gaon, 
shows how high an opinion his own time had of his ability 
and achievements. The centuries following his death felt 
the same appreciation of his mental powers. He was 
called the “light of the world,” and a number of other 
epithets betokening honour and reverence 1 . An anony¬ 
mous author, probably a Gaon of Pumbedita, flourishing 
about the beginning of the ninth century, could find 
no more effectual way of investing what he wrote with 
authority than by the plea that “ all I have written unto 
you I did not write out of my own learning and wisdom, 
but it rests upon what I have derived, in theory and in 

practice, from my teacher Rabbah,.the disciple of 

Rabbi Jehudai Gaon, may the memory of our teacher 
be unto a blessing and unto life in the future world 2 .” 

1 Comp., for instance, 45 a. Rabbi Sherira, b'j, 43, observes that 
Rabbi Jehudai granted no absolution for oaths, and as a consequence 
the scholars of the generations succeeding him opposed the exercise of 
rnnnw mnn, since they would not arrogate to themselves greater authority 
than Rabbi Jehudai assumed! On his aversion to absolving from oaths 
and vows see Nahmanides, Nedarim , end. Comp, also the Geonic 
Responsum in //ftur, II, 2 a, where the authority of Rabbi Jehudai is 
given high praise. The epithet “light of the world” was probably 
applied to him in contrast to his blindness, while that of Rabbenu 
Gershom, “ light of the Diaspora/* is derived from Hullin, 59 b. 

3 Ra-Qoren , IV, 71. Harkavy’s attempt to fasten this fragment, 
published by him, upon Rabbi Hilai, the father of Rabbi Natronai, is 
not successful. The strict interdict against fasting on nyvo ni© con¬ 
tained in this fragment contradicts the view of Rabbi Natronai (comp. 
6.S., p. 261, and the sources cited there in connexion with Responsum 
10), and it is not conceivable that the latter would have ignored his 
father’s position completely. Rather is it probable that the author of 
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Rabbi Jehudai’s learning alone could not have secured 
these extraordinary honours for him. The impartial his¬ 
torian is forced to confess that in respect to scholarship 
he was outstripped by more than one of his successors. 
Not to mention Rabbi Saadia, whose genius was so many- 
sided that he became the pioneer on a number of fields 
of Jewish science, Rabbi Jehudai’s achievements even upon 
the limited field of the Talmud cannot be compared with 
those of Sar Shalom and Natronai, to specify only a couple 
of the older Geonim. The Responsa by Rabbi Jehudai, 
if they go beyond a curt affirmative or negative, offer 
at best a brief reference to a Talmud passage, without 
further comment. Nothing of the depth of a Sar Shalom or 
the great erudition of a Rabbi Natronai. Indeed, the pane¬ 
gyrist quoted above recounts it as one of his distinctions 
that Rabbi Jehudai never said anything for which he 
could not find endorsement in the Talmud or in religious 
practice. 

Accordingly, Rabbi Jehudai’s importance must be sought 
in some concrete deed which made him a commanding 
figure in the eyes of his contemporaries and his successors. 
And for a deed of this calibre we need not search far or 
long. The words of Rabbi Hai quoted above \ in which 
s e speaks of the “ secret rolls,” wherein the “ authorities 
of remotest times,” “who lived before Rabbi Jehudai 
were wont to record traditions “ for their own use,” suggest 
the solution. Rabbi Jehudai is the earliest author^ at least 
the earliest Halakic author , of the Geonic time . He was 


the fragment was a Pumbeditan, and his teacher, mwi, of whom 
Harkavy says that no mention is made of him otherwise, was the 
Gaon of Pumbedita, Rab Abba ben Rabbi Dudai, the nephew of Rabbi 
Jehudai. It is work of supererogation to prove the identity of the 
names nn, ton-i, and win S; however, even the versions of Rabbi 
Sherira’s Letter, 39, have nm and win 1*1 for the same name. It only 
remains to add that the prohibition against fasting on raTO raw goes 
back to Rabbi Jehudai; comp. Muller, Handschriffliche Jehudai Gaon 
zugewiesene Lehrs&tze , 11 and 18. 

1 Comp, above, p. 74. 

I H 
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the first to put Halakic matter do\gmin wntm^ for-gener^l 
usefluftd: it Is from this point of view that he may and 
should be regarded as a pioneer. 

The objection will be raised that in the previous section 
Rabba Aha, of Shabha, a contemporary of Rabbi Jehudai, 
was presented as an author of a Halakic work. It is 
altogether probable that this contemporary of Rabbi 
Jehudai was stimulated to take up his pen when the latter, 
with all the authority of a Gaon, abrogated the prohibition 
against the writing down of the Halakah. The assump¬ 
tion, in itself highly probable, that so important a change 
emanated from a Gaon invested with dignity and power 
rather than a private individual, finds corroboration in 
the chronological data marshalled in the first part of this 
Introduction. It was shown above, p. 48, that the Gaon 
of Pumbedita, Rabbi Samuel, was still alive when Rabbi 
Jehudai entered upon the Gaonate of Sura. Furthermore, 
we know that Rabbi Aha wrote his Sheeltot after his 
removal to Palestine, and this event did not take place 
until after the death of Rabbi Samuek But at bottom 
the Sheeltot do not affect the present point. In Palestine 
the prohibition against the writing down of HalakaS-had 
ceased to be enforced with rigour back in the Talmucfc 
time 1 . So that even if the Sheeltot had not remain^* 
unknown in Babylonia, being a Palestinian product, they 
still would have had no influence upon the question of 
Halakic authorship in Babylonia. 

1 Comp. Temurah, 14 a ; the beginnings of the practice of writing down 
the Halakah are probably to be sought in the wnrao the written 

communications sent from Palestine to Babylonia. The sharp condemna¬ 
tion by Rabbi Johanan of the practice of writing down the Halakah, 
Temurah , l.c., is not found in the Yerushalmi , while there is, in Yer. 
Berakotj V, 9 a, an endorsement of Haggadic writings by Rabbi Johanan. 
Comp. Briill, -Jahrbucher, II, 5. 
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Conflicting Traditions about the Author of the 
Halakot Gedolot. 

Rabbi Jehudai’s priority as an Halakic author is contested 
by another, by Rabbi Simon tn^P 1 . The most important 
Halakic compendium of the Geonic period, the Halakot 
'Gedolot, is ascribed Hy some old authors to Rabbi Jehudai, 
Jbut others name Rabbi Simon as the author. Rabbi 
Abraham Ibn Daud maintains plainly that Rabbi Jehudai’s 
Halakot Kezubot are an abstract of the Halakot Gedolot 
of Rabbi Simon. Halevy emends (pp. 200-13) the text 
of the RaBeD so that he finds the exact reverse to be 
the case, that it was Rabbi Simon who based his work 
upon Rabbi Jehudai’s. It is Halevy’s theory that Rabbi 
Jehudai wrote a Halakic compendium long before he 
became Gaon, and it served as the source from which 
his younger and less important contemporaries, Rabbi 
Aha, the author of the Sheeltot , and Rabbi Simon, the 
author of the Halakot Gedolot , drew their material. The 
assumption is highly improbable—to repeat what was 
said above—that the first step toward a fixation of the 
Halakah in writing in Babylonia proceeded from a private 
individual, but if it were an acceptable assumption, the 
priority of Rabbi Simon would be established, for the 
RaBeD puts the time of his activity a generation earlier 
than Rabbi Jehudai, and no emendation can dispose of 
that statement. 

But there is no room for doubt as to the incorrectness 
of the RaBeD’s statement about Rabbi Simon. It clearly 
rests upon a misunderstanding, and it is vain to try to 
harmonise it with other reports of a reliable nature 2 . 
Rabbi Hai, as appears from his words quoted above 3 , 

1 The most important literature dealing with is recorded by 
Epstein in his "\dd "raws. 

2 How RaBeD reached this view of his, comp, above, pp. 76-7, and 
Epstein, 1 . c., 51. 

3 Comp, above, p. 74. 

H 2 
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assuredly considers Rabbi Jehudai the earliest author of 
the Geonic period, and bearing this Responsum of Rabbi 
Hai in mind, another passage of his, in p' 3 , 87, .... /m ) 

nn noi prpDyDK Dp *6, admits of no meaning except 
this: Rabbi Simon &n*P, the compiler of the Halakot 
Gedolot , misunderstood the opinion of Rabbi Jehudai. 

Rabbi Hai’s last quoted statement propounds another 
problem, the solution of which is extremely difficult. In 
this Responsum and elsewhere, Rabbi Hai clearly says that 
the author of a'n was Rabbi Simon *n*p, and not Rabbi 
Jehudai, wherein he argues with the scholars of Spain and 
the Provence, and is in opposition to those of France and 
Germany. The latterj_name Rabbi Jehudai as the author 
In his enlightening essay upon the subject, 
Epstein does not hesitate to characterise the tradition 
of Franco-German authorities regarding the author of 
as an outright error. However, he makes no attempt to 
elicit the cause of the error. It could not have been caused 
by confounding a'n with the mpiDD ascribed to Rabbi 


1 The older Italian scholars, as, for instance, Rabbi Isaiah di Trani 
the Elder, agree with the Franco-German scholars, while the younger 
ones seem to have wavered. Rabbi Zedekiah ben Abraham, the author 
of the br?*2©, in most passages calls Rabbi Jehudai the author of the 2 *tt, 
yet there are places in which Rabbi Simon *rpp appears as such. Though 
Rabbi Abraham ben Nathan, the author of the Manhig , studied in Northern 
France, he wrote his work in Spain, hence he usually speaks of Rabbi 
Simon as the author of the but, again, in some passages, he was 
dominated by the French tradition. Among the Spanish-Proven9al 
authors, too, there is a tendency to variation. In y'©, 14 a, Rabbi David 
nan p (Alfasi quotes him in rfa, 301) speaks of Rabbi Jehudai as the 
author of :Tn, and Rabbi Isaac, the author of the 'Ittur, though he almost 
always considers Rabbi Simon as the author, says in one passage (II, 
48 d) . . . . rrobrr br2 win n d'di, which should most probably be read 
'abrr mv 2-1, since the passage quoted occurs in both versions of the 
a*n, at the beginning of nos, but it does not occur in the She&lot. The 
same slip of the pen, making win of mv, was shown above, p. 95, to 
have occurred in :*od . There is the possibility, however, that the 'Ittur 
had this passage in She&ta LXXIII and LXXIX. The description of 
Rabbi Aha as the Vr '22 was demonstrated above, p. 95, to occur in 
Maimonides. 
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Jehudai. They knew the latter work as well as the former, 
and the widely varying character of the two books would 
suggest separate authors lather than the same. Halevy, 
applying the Talmudic maxim, D”n Dv6k nn to 

historical data, can see no contradiction between the two 
opinions. He holds that the Franco-German authors had 
made Rabbi Jehudai the author of because they knew 
that for this work of his Rabbi Simon N~i”p had made 
constant use of the mplDD rTD^n of Rabbi Jehudai They 
therefore did not hesitate to describe Rabbi Jehudai as 
the author in the real sense. Apart from the improbability 
of this conjecture, which imputes to scholars of the eleventh 
and twelfth centuries the practice of changing the name 
of the author attached to a given book, on the ground of 
literary criticism, this alleged historical criticism was far 
from doing honour to the penetration of the critics. The 
Halakot Pesukot , it is true, are freely made use of in 
the present form of the Halakot Gedolot, but these two 
Halakot collections are so radically different in their under¬ 
lying plans, that there would be as much justification for 
ascribing the same author to them as for ascribing the 
Halakot Gedolot to Rabbi Aha, of Shabha, whose Sheeltot, 
too, have been drawn upon considerably therefor. 

Now, if it were simply a matter of choosing between 
Rabbi Hai’s statement and the statement of European 
scholars, we should not have to hesitate long. The Baby¬ 
lonian Rabbi Hai, the Gaon of Pumbedita, was assuredly 
better informed about the author of important Halakot 
collections made in the Geonic time than the authorities 
of Germany and France living at a distance from the time 
and the scene of the activity of the Babylonian Halakists. 
However, we are in possession of a Geonic tradition very 
much older than Rabbi Hai’s, and it tells us, in unmis¬ 
takable words, that Rabbi Jehudai is the author of the 
Halakot Gedolot In a Responsum in G . S ., pp. 85-6, 
a decision occurring in the Halakot Gedolot is repudiated 
on the ground that it lacks authenticity, and the view is 
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expressed that it did not emanate from the author of 
the a"n, but rather from Rabbi Jacob, the Gaon of Sura. 
If it is taken into consideration that even the last of 
the Geonim, Rabbi Hai and Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, 
express their opinion on Rabbi Simon NT'P plainly, indi¬ 
cating that they do not regard him as an authority 1 , 
the Responsum referred to would become altogether un¬ 
intelligible on the assumption that its writer looked upon 
Rabbi Simon as the author of J*n. Instead of undermining 
the authority of the decision disputed by him, he would 
confirm it by attributing it to so eminent a person 
as Rabbi Jacob, Gaon of Sura. The Responsum conveys 
sense only if we assume that its writer considered Rabbi 
Jehudai Gaon as the author of the Now a decision 
emanating from him had unassailable authority in the 
eyes of the Geonim, and therefore the writer of the Re¬ 
sponsum adds that the moot passage had originated, not 
with Rabbi Jehudai, but with a disciple 2 of his, Rabbi 
Jacob, and the view of this Gaon he did not accept as 
of unquestioned authority. 

The writer of the Responsum under examination is not 

1 Comp., for example, Rabbi Hai’s rather incisive observation on Rabbi 
Simon in p'j, 87, and Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni’s patronising words in 
Harkavy, 146. It may be noted, by the way, that Epstein, l.c., overlooked 
this quotation from the a*n by Rabbi Samuel. 

2 Rabbi Jacob referred to oral instructions given by Rabbi Jehudai 

in his presence I, 114b; dtie, 28 a; and below, p. 31), as is 

indicated particularly by the words wirr '*i *££ uin*? pi. The end of 
the Responsum by Rabbi Jacob in reads: m 'Eo ,m \ mnN Nrvm *nm 
'*mrr (in dud the text is corrupt), whence the inference seems to be 
that the teacher of Rabbi Jacob was not Rabbi Jehudai himself, but one 
of the pupils of the latter, perhaps Rabbi Hanina. As the death of 
Rabbi Jacob occurred forty years after Rabbi Jehudai's, it is possible 
for him to have heard Rabbi Jehudai dispense instruction, without 
having been a pupil of his in the true sense of the word. Comp, also 
a*n, 125, which gives the impression that Rabbi Jacob was a disciple 
of Rabbi Hanina. In the MS. of the mentioned above, p. 47, the 

parallel passage reads : labapi mcfr pi.. . mvo [wsrr = ] wan id p]ni 
jin: win' an ’ED. Accordingly, it is Rabbi Haninai, and not Rabl^ Jacob, 
who referred to personal instructions received from Rabbi Jehudai. 
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mentioned, but it seems highly probable that it was issued 
by Rabbi Natronai ben Hilai, who elsewhere, too, accuses 
Rabbi Jacob of seeking to give a view of his own undue 
weight through the protection of Rabbi Jehudai’s name *. 
Also, the expression wm pan is frequently used by Rabbi 
Natronai. At all events, the rather cavalier way in which 
a view of Rabbi Jacob’s is rejected, indicates that the author 
of the Responsum must be a Gaon not too far removed 
from Rabbi Jacob in time 2 . 

jTehuda i_Gacu3lAijthor of the Original 
Halakot Gebolot. 

Another circumstance adds to the difficulty of determining 
who the author of the Halakot Gedolot is. We have two 
widely varying versions of the book, and it is a serious 
task to establish which of the two, if either, is the original 
form. This is not the place to discuss in detail the rela¬ 
tion existing between these two versions; one point, 
however, requires immediate consideration. One version, 
which will be designated as fn I, mentions no authorities 
younger than Rabbi Jehudai Gaon 3 , while 3 "n II refers to 

1 Comp. G . S. y p. 31. 

2 Comp. R. Natronai*s Responsum in G. S ., p. 319, where m 3 n 'd is 
perhaps = 

8 In the author’s list for a'rr, by Epstein, 1 . c., Rabbi Hanina appears 
the pupil of Rabbi Jehudai, from I, but it is very doubtful whether 
the *W2n S mentioned there is the same as the pupil of Rabbi Jehudai, 
as there was an earJier Gaon of this name. Halevy's objection to the 
identification, that the younger Rabbi Hanina is not designated as Kohen , 
is of course untenable. In a^n, 125, likewise, wan is not described 
as Kohen y although it is certain that Rabbi Jehudai's pupil is there 
referred to, as his reply to a question put by Rabbi Jacob is given. It 
should be added that the passage in a*n, 79 a, is a later interpolation, 
as appears from I, 204. It was transferred thither from a*n II, 325, 
where it was in so early a copy as that used by Samuel ben Hofni 
(Harkavy, 146). The form of the other passage, a'n, 138 d, betrays it 
to be a gloss, as in two other passages in a*n I, in which explanations 
are described as ©tvd, this word properly stands at the beginning of 
the clause to be explained, while here it is put at the end. It probably 
is the observation of a reader who had heard the discussion of mins mano 
by Rabbi Hanina, which is not meant to imply that the view presented 
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Geonim 1 up to 890. The final redaction of the latter version 
should thus be assigned to about the year 900. As the 
Franco-German scholars differ from the Hispano-Pro verbal 
in their views of the authorship of a'n, so also they differ 
in their use of the versions 2 . The former are acquainted 
with the first version only, the latter with the second version 
only, and here we must seek the solution of the question 
occupying us. 

The real author of a'n is Rabbi Jehudai His work 
reached the Franco-German scholars at an early period, 

originated with him. An interesting parallel is offered by Yalkut , I, 736, 
where it is said, at the end of a Midrash extract: ynra onw to 1 ?! 
pioi ni'tD 1 n:ro mm [n:iq] wio—“A nd this [section] was 

expounded by the head of the Academy and Gaon Rabbi Hanina in 
the Academy.** It would seem that Rabbi Hanina was disposed to give 
his students compilations of Haggadic material and Halakic as well. 
It must be admitted, however, that -lobi may refer to Rabbi Samuel, 
and not to Rabbi Haninai. Who D"EB is, mentioned in both versions 
of the cannot be made out. The father of the Pumbeditan Gaon 
Rabbi Zemah is called 'BE in a MS. of the Letter, instead of »n:d 3 , but 
this must be merely a slip of the pen, as Rabbi Nathan also has 'WED. 

1 Probably the reading should be no'p instead of 'ovp in a'n II, 548. 

The person meant is the Gaon of Sura (about 832), not the Gaon of 
Pumbedita (ab. 906), the father of Mebasser, as no Pumbeditan Geonim 
are mentioned in with the exception of Rabbi Paltoi and his son 
Zemah. Responsa by a Rabbi Kimoi are to be found in the anonymous 
Halakic compendium published in J. Q. R ., IX, 669-81, and he is pro¬ 
bably the same as our Rabbi 'lo'p. It is proper, however, to call attention 
to the fact that Rabbi Nathan calls the father of Rabbi Saadia’s predecessor 
as Gaon of Sura ^arp, and not About jan p up?’ 'i in Sn II, 230, 

we know absolutely nothing. Is it possible that he may be Rabbi Jacob 
of Nehar Pakod, who was Gaon of Sura about 715 ? His decision against 
the use of phylacteries on o'rm is in agreement with Rabbi Shashna 

266), who officiated as Gaon of Sura about one generation earlier. 
At all events, the name run, in its Aramaic form 'smn, occurs at this 
time; comp, above, p. 17, n. 1. I am very suspicious about the genuine¬ 
ness of the end of the Responsum in n*w, 1 . c. It is missing in 155, 
and in I, 47, it forms part of a Responsum by Rabbi Moses. We can 
hardly be said to know Rabbi Shashna’s view on on*irra pb'Dn. 

2 This rule, of course, has its exceptions. Rabbi Isaac of Vienna also 

used the itoed'k *>© On the other hand, Albargeloni seems to have 

known j'n I, as was observed by Halberstam in his introduction to the 
hts' 'd tmD, 12. Comp, above, p. 100, n. 1. 
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and they assigned it to Rabbi Jehudai as its author, on 
the strength of a well-founded tradition. This work was 
recast aboutjjoo, by Rabbi Simon, who made many additions 
"thereto^by reason of which additions the work acquired 
such popularity that it superseded the original of the great 
Rabbi Jehudai. Now, when Rabbi Sherira and Rabbi 
Hai desire to speak of Rabbi Jehudai’s work, they designate 
it specifically as Wirr '“l rn^n in contrast to the par 
excellence , which circulated a century after Rabbi Simon 
in the form given to it by him. This “ improved ” version 
fell into the hands of the Hispano-Provenial scholars, who 
properly referred to the J'n as the work of Rabbi Simon, 
inasmuch as they did not know its older form. Again, the 
anonymous writer of the Responsum in G. S., pp. 85, 86, 
who lived before 900, knew none but the first version, 
and there was no need for him to name the author, Rabbi 
Jehudai, explicitly. In his time no Hcdakot Gedolot 
existed except those of Rabbi Jehudai. The words of 
Rabbi Hai 1 , ww n^rn nttbm, are therefore not to be 
emended to read no nt&ni mbm rTD^m, as suggested 
by Epstein, but is to be changed to HOI. Rabbi Hai 
refers to the various readings in the a"n of Rabbi Jehudai, 
without concerning himself about those of Rabbi Simon, 
to wjprirhe attributed no particular importance. ^ 

A must be admitted that Rabbi Hai cites 2 a view from 
tie HalaJeot of Rabbi Jehudai which is in contradiction 
.0 I. But this can hardly be brought up as an 
Jrv^ection to the above explanation, if we consider that 
as early as the time of the Geonim the text of had 
been badly tampered with 3 . We are probably dealing 
with a correction of I in accordance with J"n II, a 
process not by any manner of means unique 4 . Though 

1 Quoted in o'yi e'en, 23 a, 119. 3 II, 66. 

3 Comp. Epstein, L c. 

4 Of the many proofs that might be brought forward, a couple follow : 
;i*od, Prohibition 138, cited from II, which we have in I, 134 d, 
while Commandment 63 he cites from i'ti I, with us contained in 
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Rabbi Simon fell far short of enjoying the respect paid 
his predecessor, Rabbi Jehudai, his work was used to 
a much larger extent than the shorter compendium of 
Rabbi Jehudai, who even had to submit to improvements 
after Rabbi Simon. 

A much more serious objection might be advanced, 
based upon the presence of Sheeltot quotations in the 
It is to the last degree improbable that Rabbi Jehudai 
would regard the work of his contemporary Rabbi Aha, 
whose activity, besides, displayed itself in Palestine, as 
of sufficient importance to be excerpted by him. But 
on closer examination this objection to the explanation 
given develops into a supporting argument. It was 
mentioned above that down to Rabbi Hai the Sheeltot 
were not mentioned by any Gaon, which makes the 
frequent quotations from them in the all the more 
remarkable. Another point to be noted is that Rabbi 
Aha, the author of the Sheeltot, is mentioned by name 
four times in a*n, but his opinions are each time intro¬ 
duced with the word 1DK, whether they are statements 
of his appearing in the Sheeltot , or such as are not taken 
thence. An interpretation of these facts would properly 
permit us to infer that the author of the was per¬ 
sonally acquainted with Rabbi Aha, and was told one thing 
and another by him in conversation, but his work, the 
Sheeltot, written in Palestine, was not known to Raibbi 
Jehudai, who may have written his own Halakic collection 
earlier than Rabbi Aha wrote his. Hence the Sheeltot 
quotations, which on their face are passages from the 
book reproduced literally, cannot have been put in by 
Rabbi Jehudai himself. The same explanation applies 
to them as to the fairly numerous decisions of Rabbi 


II, 528. The te :*n quoted by French authors was :t*n II, as appears 
from Tosafot, ffiUlin, 46 b, catchword 'ODIN, yet it was not identical with 
our text of the second version. For example, the :*od quotes passages 
from the of to be found neither in I nor II. Comp, also 
Freimann, We-Hizhir, II, 82-3. 
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Jehudai himself that are to be found in the a'n—doubtless 
a pupil of Babbi Jehudai inserted, in appropriate places 
in his work, opinions of the master known from other 
sources 1 . In the same way he enriched it with intro¬ 
ductions taken from the Sheeltot. It is not impossible 
that this same disciple may have sat at the feet of Babbi 
Aha, too, while the latter still lived at Babylonia. 

Accordingly, the development of the a*n must have 
proceeded as follows: About the middle of the eighth 
century Babbi Jehuda i composed a Halakic compendium, 
which he named' n^na nwn 2 . This work of his was 
provided with_additions by a pupil. The additions were 
mainly of(jtwo sorts, introductions 3 , taken from the 
Sheeltot , to comprehensive sections of the work; and 
extracts from Eesponsa by Babbi Jehudai, together with 
other of his oral and written decisions. The result was 
the work which came to the hands of the Franco-German 


scholars. This same work of Babbi Jehudai’s, with the 
additions and introductions inserted by his pupil, formed 
the foundation upon which Babbi Simon KT'P, in about 
900, built up a remodelled work, known to the last of 
the Geonim and to the Hispano-Provei^al Jews as the 
“Halakot Gedolot of Babbi Simon N'T*?.” Originally, it 
is fair to assume, the latter book circulated under its 
full title, pyot? fpnp m zbn —“ the Halakot Gedolot 

[of Babbi Jehudai, of course, there being no other in 
existence] arranged [in Hebrew, the same as composed 4 ] 


1 The Mtshnah, the work of Rabbi, and also the Seder Rdb Amram 
contain teachings by their authors, who are mentioned by name, and 
as this does not invalidate their claims of authorship, so the frequent 
occurrence of Rabbi Jehudai’s name in the testifies for his authorship 
rather than against it. In the last case, the author’s blindness is an 
additional consideration. Many a sentence dictated by him directly; 
may have been set down by his pupils with the introductory words, 
“ Rabbi Jehudai says.” 

- The title was probably derived from the Talmud, Shebu'ot , 45 a. 

3 Most of the SheSltot quotations are of this kind. 

4 On the various uses of ;pn, comp. Zunz, Gesammelte Schriften, III, 51, 
and below, p. 161. 
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by Rabbi Simon.” Later, familiar use wore the title 
down to the Halakot Gedolot of Rabbi Simon, and the 
name of the real author dropped into oblivion. 


Later Amplifications of the Halakot Gedolot. 

Besides these two principal forms of the there were, 
of course, various texts of each, as was bound to happen 
with books consulted and studied as industriously as 
these. It was equally inevitable that they should suffer 
additions and omissions. Aside from the Spanish 
which, it will be recalled, is identical ^th^rTTI^ and, 
according to my opinion, corresponds to the version of 
Rabbi Simon, we find references in some of the old authors 
to a from Palestine and also a 3"n from Babylonia 1 . 
In view thereof one is hardly justified in making categoric 
statements regarding the origin and author of either, on the 
basis of nothing more than the two printed texts of the a*n. 

On pp. 382-97, in the G . S ., will be found some Genizah 
fragments in the Taylor-Schechter Collection which agree 
neither with :"n I nor with :"n H. I would refer the reader 
particularly to p. 397, which will be seen to differ from the 
printed texts (108b ; ed. Hildesheimer, 443) containing the 
expressions '131 pane nw. Again, in some other Genizah 
fragments 2 Sheeltot quotations are not met with. These 

1 The author of the V'w, I, 116 a, introduces a quotation with the 
words *?333 3 roro 3 "n, but the sentence thus introduced is to be found 
neither in 3 *n I, nor in 3"n II. The same author speaks of to? :>"n3 
nvto 'ram ms'll?' wn D':w:n d'N'\z?j (a similar description of 3 *H 3 occurs in 
p"*n, par. 243, 49 d, to which my attention has been called by Dr. Marx), 
but his meaning is not quite clear. It is possible that mViia rnsbns here 
does not mean a work at all, but only “in important decisions/' The 
author of the 'Ittur, II, 22 c, refers to '"no W3 tt? NT'p «?*n rrobn! Comp. 
G. S., pp. 400-1, which fragment, as is explained 1 . c., p. 352, is of 
Palestinian origin. 

3 I have in my possession, from the Taylor-Schechter Collection, a copy 
of a few badly damaged leaves of the s"n, which contain the section 
on giddush . The section begins : to irrot 'ip 1 ? ton dt rw TOt : nbism tm'p 
.... p'n, and accordingly has not the Sheeltot quotations which are to 
be found in a"n I and II. s 
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variations seem to offer strong corroboration of the view 
expressed above, that the original form of the did not 
contain the Sheeltot quotations. Likewise, the Gpnizah 
fragments present an arrangement of the material departing 
essentially from that which we are familiar with in the 
printed versions *. 

In defining the relation of the Sheeltot to the Halakot 
Gedolot, an important circumstance must not be overlooked. 
Doubtless Rabbi Aha must have embodied a number of 
Halakot and Talmudic explanations, formulated in the 
Saboraic and early Geonic times in his work, in their 
literal wording. Such use of a common source would 
account for some of the passages that agree literatim et 
verbatim in the two books. As we saw above 2 , the last of 
the Geonim cite teachings and explanations, in the form of 
oral traditions, from the Saboraic and the early Geonic 
period, identical word for word with sentences in the 
How much more may we expect to find such literal accord 
between contemporaries like Rabbi Jehudai and Rabbi Aha. 
They may have been disciples of the same teachers, and 
certainly were members of the same academy. 

Another class of Sheeltot quotations in the can readily 
be shown to be later additions. The passage in the 
on the insertion of D'DJn'Hi) in the prayers on the Sabbath of 
ganuJckah is a case in point. The section cnn Wil ra&n 
—ton tOW which occurs in both versions of the a'n 
(25c; ed. Hildesheimer, 85) is a repetition of Sheelta 
XXVI, 85, but the following section PBD 1 D 3 — T 3 T 01 
demonstrates that the author of the a"n differs essentially 
from Rabbi Aha in his view of this liturgical regulation. 
Rabbi Aha holds that on the Sabbath of Hanukkah, by 
coan is to be inserted both in the * Amidah and in the 
grace after meals; the author of the a"n insists upon the 

1 Comp, the fragment reproduced below, p. 382. I have noticed in 
other Genizah fragments, besides, an order essentially different from the 
printed versions. 

* Comp. pp. 73-4, above. 
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former only. This difference of opinion did not escape 
the notice of Rabbi Jehudai’s pupil. He added to the 
work of his master the passage in the Sheeltot bearing 
upon the question, but that Rabbi Jehudai’s opinion might 
not be contravened, he omitted Rabbi Aha’s final sentence. 
He could not avoid stating the same Halakah in two forms, 
conveying the same content and differing only in their 
verbal terms. Side by side with each other, we have 
Rabbi Aha’s view and Rabbi Jehudai’s, on the insertion 
of D'wn by on the Sabbath of Hanukkah. 

There are also a number of other elements which, like 
the quotations from the Sheeltot , do not belong to the 
original component parts of the a*n. Even when they 
occur in both versions, they are still to be looked upon 
as additions. At the end of the section on n'H, there 
are three Halakot of liturgical content totally unconnected 
with what precedes—enough to make one suspicious of 
their right to be considered an integral part of the real 
a"n. The last of the doubtful Halakot is irrefutable evi¬ 
dence of the spuriousness of all three. It teaches that 
Kaddish and Baraku may be recited with but six 
worshippers present. The author of Masseket Soferim , 
X, 8, informs us that as late as his time, several centuries 
after Jehudai, the Babylonians insisted upon the presence 
of ten men, while the Palestinians contented themselves 
with six 1 2 . The only proper inference is that this passage 
in the was interpolated at a late time, probably after 
the date of Masseket Soferim , a Palestinian work cited by 
no Babylonian author of the Geonic period 2 . The other 
two Halakot are taken from the Seder Rah Amram 3 (26 a 

1 The text of Mas. Sqferim bears various interpretations. The conception 
presented in agrees with Rabbenu Tam's; comp. Muller on this 
passage. That none of the old authors referred to the passage in a*n, 
may also be adduced as a proof of its spuriousness. 

2 Rabbenu Hai quotes Masseket Seforim , not Masseket Soferim . Comp, 
above, p. 73, n. i. 

3 Epstein, 1 . c., mentions neither of these two quotations from the a*n 
in the 2 *ic. 
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and 31 a). As to the first of them, it is questionable 
whether its form in the Seder , as we have it, is the 
original form. The words in the Seder are 

very likely to be a later addition, because Albargeloni, 
in his DTiyn "i&D, 178, says that he did not find them in 
a Geonic Responsum in which this Halakah was quoted. 
As the words in question were in the used by 
Albargeloni 1 , as he tells us, we are obviously dealing 
with a comparatively old addition. 

The sentences and short paragraphs which we have 
been discussing and characterising as additions to the 
do not exhaust the series of interpolations to which 
the book was subjected. As the versions before us are 
constituted, there must be parts of considerable size, not 
in the original plan of the book. But in order to recognise 
them as interjected members, it is necessary to understand 
clearly the underlying plan and construction of the first 
Halakic compendium of the post-Talmudic time. 


Plan and Purpose of the Halakot Gedolot. 

At the time of the Geonim the Talmud was not only 
the authoritative source for religious practices, but also 
the work the study of which constituted the chief task of 
a Jewish scholar. The vast accumulation of material in it, 
and its discursive manner of presenting the subject-matter, 
made both its practical use and theoretic investigation tasks 
of huge difficulty. The Karaitic schism dating from the 
time of Rabbi Jehudai demanded^inexorably a codification 
or the religious laws affecting practical conduct 2 . The 

1 The editor of the O'nyn 'd observes that the quotation is not to be 
found in our a*rr! 

3 Decided anti-Karaitic tendencies manifest themselves in Rabbi 
Jehudai, especially in his Responsa. The most detailed of his decisions 
is that on the importance of in n'tr, 153, and it is obviously 

directed against the Karaites, who would have nothing to do with 
phylacteries. Also, I entertain no doubt as to the anti-Karaitic purpose 
of the famous decision by Rabbi Jehudai regarding the use of D*n D'D for 
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scholar and the educated layman alike had to be given the 
possibility of readily distinguishing the true from the false, 
the “ traditional law 99 from the law of the Karaites. This 
goal could be reached in one of two ways. Either the 
j Talmud had to be shortened and reshaped, so as to bring 
it ^vithin the capacity of the average scholar, or the 
Talmudic Halakot had to be grouped anew. These two 
tendencies 1 in the code literature, whose classic repre¬ 
sentatives in a later generation were'Alfasi and Maimonides, 
respectively, existed in the Geonic time. By the side of 
the Geonic Halakot Gedolot there were the Geonic Halakot 
Pesukot or Kezubot. It cannot be supposed, therefore, 
that it was lack of creative ability that forced Rabbi 
Jehudai to shorten the Talmud, instead of systematising 
it anew. We could not have expected him to produce 
so artistic a work as the Yad of Maimonides, but it would 
not have transcended his powers to systematize the Halakot 
in their rudimentary form, as we have them systematized 
in the Halakot Kezubot. Rather it seems that the author 
of the Yn had good reasons for keeping to the arrangement 
of the Talmud. 

His work was intended to serve two purposes at once— 
it was to be a guide for the student desirous of acquainting 
himself with the Talmud, and also it was to enable the 
scholar to decide a case submitted to him, according to 
law, without having to wade through the three thousand 
folio pages of the Talmud. Taking into consideration that 
it was a first attempt at these two tasks, one cannot but 
admit that the Yn was a brilliant achievement. 

a mi, which caused such great embarrassment later. The Karaites denied 
totally the obligatory character of m3 nViTD. Likewise, his decision in 
D'Vr, 103, on a rror who has married again without rrs^n, is anti-Karaitic, 
as appears from a comparison with 'Anan’s book of laws, 170. The old 
view is found also in a Responsum in y"\r, 2 a, 10, which is not in 
a corrupt state, as Muller, Mafteah , 69, note 25, thinks. It represents 
the old- Halakah. 

1 Comp, the art. “ Law, Codification of the,” by the present writer in 
the Jewish Encyclopedia . 
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Rabbi Jehudai’s method was the following: In the first 
place he set about and he succeeded in excluding from his A 
work almost all Haggadic elements. For religious practice 
the Haggadah had no value, and as a number of Haggadic 
Midrashim were at the disposal of the student, he needed 
no guide to this department of literature. The exclusion 
of the Haggadah at once produced a considerable reduction 
in the bulk of the material. Still keeping practical needs 
in mind, the author excluded also the material which no % 
longer had application to the religious practice of his time 
and of the Diaspora \ The whole of the Order Kodashim 2 
"excepting the treatise Hullin alone, was not included in 
the fn , nor was the treatise Hagigah of the second Order, 
and the treatise Sotah of the third Order. This abbreviated 
Talmud was condensed still more by the exclusion of the - 
discussions as far as possible. Only the results derived 
from the argumentation are stated. In this way it became 
possible for Rabbi Jehudai to accomplish the feat, for 
instance, of compressing the eleven folios constituting the 
first chapter of the first Talmudic treatise, Berakot. into 
a single folio. It marks a big step forward in the direction 
of an independent, systematic presentation of the Talmudic 
material, that Rabbi Jehudai succeeded in his attempt to 
collect certain portions from their places here and there in 
the Talmud and group them together according to content. 

In one and the same treatise the Talmud expounds the 
prescription for the Sabbath lights and the prescription for 
the Hanukkah candles, connecting with the latter also the 
treatment of the Hanukkah liturgy. The same treatise 
contains, besides, the laws of circumcision, being introduced 
there incidentally to the special case of this ceremony 


1 Of the Order Zera'im , he incorporated, beside o'nto, rfny, rftn, which 
had practical bearijig, also rwc, probably because in ancient times the 
command of Peak was executed by the pious even in Babylonia, though 
meant to apply only to Palestine. Comp, the Responsum in 0. S., p. 22a, 
and the remarks introductory to it, pp. 217-18. 
a On the later additions comp, below, pp. 115-16. 

I I 
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performed on the Sabbath. The author of the a'n has 
dealt with these various subjects systematically. Whatever 
the Talmud has to say on JJanukkah he put together under 
the separate and independent heading roun nUD^n, and 
whatever it has to say on circumcision went in the class 
of n^*D roa^n. A still more striking illustration of his fresh 
attitude is afforded by his gathering together what the 
Talmud has to say upon the subject of proselytes, and joining 
it to , in view of the fact that circumcision is the 

conditio sine qua non for admission to Judaism. Bold as 
he was in these attempts of his at systematic grouping, he 
yet, as is natural, could not give up entirely his dependence 
upon the Talmud. For instance, the two subjects men¬ 
tioned, naan 'n and n^D 'ft, he inserted after rat?, only because 
the Talmud deals with them in the treatise Shabbat. 

The aim of the to attain to an organic system 
according to which to present the Halakot, is well exem¬ 
plified in the consecutive sections on the intermediate 
days of the festivals, on mourning, ritual defilement, the 
priestly blessing, synagogue ordinances, TeJUlin , Meznzot , 
and Zizzit. This apparent mixture of heterogeneous ele¬ 
ments is in reality a connected series. In arranging the 
order of the first two he followed the example of the 
Mishnah and the Talmud, in which they come together 
for the reason that the degree of abstinence from work 
imposed upon mourners (during the first seven days after 
a death) is the same as the degree imposed upon all during 
the intermediate days of a festival, Passover or Tabernacles. 
The author of the :Tn logically followed up these laws for 
mourners by the prescriptions important for a priest in 
mourning. They set forth in what circumstances a priest 
is permitted to defile himself upon a corpse. Interested in 
these laws of the priest, he took occasion to speak also 
of the priestly blessing at the public service. These two 
sets of laws, on defilement and the priestly blessing, dispose 
of all the duties and privileges of a priest in the Diaspora 
and after the destruction of the Temple. But outside of 
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the priestly blessing, the only other element of the liturgy 
requiring a communal public service, is the reading from 
the Scriptures. The natural order, therefore, is to proceed 
with the regulations for reading from the Torah, the 
character and make-up of the scrolls, and the ordinances 
for the synagogue, the place at which the law is read. In 
effect, the scroll is identical with the Mezuzah and 
the TejUlin, so far as the rules for making them go, 
and in view of the holy character of the three. The 
sections on the two latter subjects therefore follow of 
themselves upon the one dealing with the min 'D, and 
the next, the section on Zizzit, joins that on TefiUin 
without a break, both being the paraphernalia connected 
with the Morning Prayer. 

If we were to stop and analyse the whole of the Jfn 
in the foregoing way, we should find that its author 
conformed as^far^as possible to the order of the Talmud. 

TUs procedure was novel and independent only in that 
he brought together, under single comprehensive headings, 
small portions dealing with a given subject that are 
scattered in many treatises. 

An examination of the plan of the shows that the 
sections on mien n^ye mrue nirvna o^rar could not possibly 
have been arranged by the author himself. They contain 
nothing that was of importance for the religious practice 
cf his time, and to such portions of the Talmud Rabbi 
Cehudai, as we have seen, paid no attention in his book. 
And granted that he may have changed his system when 
he reached the treatises enumerated, we should still be 
called upon to account for the fact that he reduced the 
1 20 folios of the treatise Zebahim to a half-folio l . While 

1 And even this half-folio, superscribed otw rrobn, contains a big 
piece from Middot and the whole of the fifth section of the Mishnah 
Zebahim , an unusual element in the :*n, which is in the habit of giving 
extracts from the Talmud, but not from the Mishnah. This fifth section of 
the Mishnah Zebahim formed a part of the prayer-book even in the Geonic 
time (see < 7 . S., p. 116, and R. Saadia’s Commentary on Berakot , 2a a), and 
was probably appended to the by the copyists for practical purposes. 

I 2 
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elsewhere Rabbi Jehudai excludes all Haggadic material 
on principle, his n^yo 'n consists of a single legend taken 
from the Talmudic treatise of the same name—nothing 
else! Temurah is in pretty much the same case, and if 
we except the comparatively small portions dealing with 
matters of practical importance, which in other parts of 
the are presented under the headings rttlTD, 
mvy, the iio folios of MeTiahot are reduced to a half-folio! 
Moreover, the variations between these sections of Kodashim 
in the two versions of the are of so radical a nature 
that they can hardly be supposed to be of common origin. 
Though I am not in a position to give a plausible explana¬ 
tion of how these sections slipped into the a*n, yet the proofs 
demonstrating their spuriousness are too convincing to 
admit of any doubt. 

To the questionable sections enumerated above we must 
also add the last section, "IBDH nui>n , a hodge-podge which 
in its present form cannot have originated with the author 
of the a'n. My supposition is that it is a composite of two 
independent sections, which in some way were badly mixed 
up with each other. The one probably bore the super¬ 
scription as at present, "laon m^n, the other 'n = 
onao rn^n, “ The Section on the [Biblical and Rabbinical] 
Writings.” A copyist must have read the second as a 
single word, and, besides, confused the single letters *1 and 
n, so that the second superscription became identical with 
the first, and was dropped. 

Rabbi Jehudai s work, which had to submit to these 
numerous interpolations, changes, and extensions, had to 
serve, besides, as the basis of two other books, retaining 
his name as author, viz., the NO l , called also JTD^rr 


1 Although a great deal in it is not in our present texts of the a*rr, 
this does not prove that other works were drawn upon for it. As was 
remarkod before, the as we have it now is anything but complete. 
It is curious that Epstein should maintain that the passage on WNum 
in rroVn, 18, and 45 a, is not quoted from :*rr, but from the D*n 
of Babbi Jehudai; it occurs literally in a'n II, 148, and also in I, 
37 c, though in the latter place it is in shortened form, with '131; 
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DIpIDB, which has been edited by Schlossberg (Versailles, 
1886), after an Oxford MS., and nnivp which has 

been published by Horowitz in the first part of his (min 
DWfcO bw after a Parma MS. (Frankfort-on-the-Main, 1881). 
The former, the itn nchn> is nothing more than a shortened 
Hebrew translation of parts of the 3 "n (so far as known, 
the first translation ever made from any language into 
Hebrew), while the latter, the nmvp 'n, is an attempt to give 
a resume of the , by omitting the Talmudic elements. 
According to a statement made by Eabbi Hai 1 , this resume 
of the a*n and others of similar character were not compiled 
until fully a century after Eabbi Jehudais time, and then 
outside of Babylonia. He therefore warns students to be 
very cautious in using these abstracts of the 

Codification not Favoured. 

A century after Eabbi Jehudai Js Eabbi Paltoi (died 858), 
the Gaon of Pumbedita, was asked what was more advisable 
to study, the Talmud or the Halakot taken from it and 
systematically grouped. His answer was, that they who 
devote themselves to the study of the Halakot only do not 
act properly, yea, it is forbidden to do it, for they diminish 

Abudraham, 142, also quotes it from the yVr. That p*n and D*n respectively 
are based on a'rr, and not the latter on the former, is proved by the fact 
that the old authorities speak of n'Q'ffip i'n and mp'iDD meaning that 
the rvaisp and mp'iDD are taken from the j^rr, Epstein, 1 . c., 64, quotes 
mmsp from Mordecai, Shebu'at, 788, and emends it to myisp rvDbn, 
but the same expression occurs in many other places ; comp., for instance, 
i'd, 244, 416 ; and Parties, 18 b. On a single manuscript leaf in the Jew. 
Theol. Seminary, containing the passage from Mordecai referred to, 
the reading agrees with that proposed by Epstein, but it seems to be 
a later emendation. Comp. Vn*:w, 147 : Tmn 'd to D'Vrn ! 

1 Comp. II, 177 a. The enigmatic words nno pobpN in this Respon- 
sum by Rabbi Hai mean “City Secretary”; comp, in Harkavy, 86, 
the words of Rabbi Hai, ndd idd DHtfnp:«, and pobpw is only another way 
of spelling DlDVip:N, and the Responsum is cited as having been dictated 
by Rabbi Hai to the communal secretary. A less likely hypothesis is 
that D'iD'rfrip 3 N is to be read for »no po*?pN, as G. S., p. 37, which would in¬ 
dicate that the Responsum was directed to Rabbi Kalonymos, of Lucca. 
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the Torah, and in the Scriptures it is said, " It pleased the 
Lord, for his righteousness*- sake, to magnify the law, and 
make it honourable ” (Isa. xlii. 21). They do still more 
evil; it is they who cause the Torah to fall into oblivion. 
The collections of brief Halakot were not compiled for the 
purpose that they should become the real object of study, 
but for the purpose that one who has studied the whole of 
the Talmud, and has occupied himself with all its details, 
may consult the Halakot in case one or another thing seems 
doubtful to him, and he cannot explain it l . 

Rabbi Jehudai , s work had a fate similar to the code of 
Maimonides later. Its practical advantages were so striking 
that the study of the Talmud was seriously menaced, and 
the Geonim very properly raised the voice of warning 
against it as an authoritative source replacing the Talmud 
as such. Rabbi Paltoi did not mean to deny the authority 
of the Halakot. He doubtless shared the universal admira¬ 
tion for their author. His aim was to make clear that the 
Halakot were not intended to supplant the Talmud 2 , but 
only to supplement it, and the above characterisation of 
the goes far to strengthen the position assumed by 
Rabbi Paltoi. 

During a period of nearly two centuries, the interval 
between Rabbi Jehudai and Rabbi Saadia, we hear of no 
activity in the field of the Halakah. As we kave seen, the 
Geonim were disinclined from the work of codification. 
Yet it must be considered that their time and energies 
were absorbed in giving replies to the questions of a 


1 A Responsum by Rabbi Paltoi in :'n, no; in torn*, II, 50, the 

question runs: rnyrcp rvo’jm pier 1 ? in rwVna which may be explained 

as asking which Halakot should be given the preference in study, the 
Halakot [Gedolot of Rabbi Jehudai], or the nimap rvoVrr extracted from 
the former. The more probable meaning is that the first rmbna stands 
for Talmud, the expression having been chosen under the influence of the 
following raVru. 

2 The judgment of Rabbi Paltoi on is, mutaiis mutandis , the same 
as that of the ©'mi on Maimonides’ Yad ; comp, the remark in his 
Responsum XXXI, 9. 
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practical and a theoretic nature put to them—replies which 
in part served the purposes for which one usually resorts to 
compendiums and reference books. What Muller says in 
his Mafteah , about Eabbi Natronai ben Hilai, Gaon of 
Sura, and a contemporary of Rabbi Paltoi, that he com¬ 
piled a series of Halakot Kezubot , cannot be proved a fact, 
and in view of Rabbi Paltoi’s words, it is highly improbable. 
The “ Brief Decisions ” published by Horowitz in 1%, H, 5 
et seq., after a Parma MS., are assuredly not attributable 
to Rabbi Natronai. They are a late compilation, without 
plan or system, of Geonic and old French 1 decisions. The 
Geonic portion is taken in large part from the Responsa 
and decisions of Rabbi Jehudai 2 . Another portion may 
perhaps be traceable to Rabbi Natronai’s Responsa as its 
source 3 . As for the superscription over this conglomerate 
material, p&O 'TJ mam, it is, without a doubt, the 

invention of an untrustworthy copyist. 

Prayers First Put in Writing. 

Nevertheless, the time we are speaking of has a work to 
its credit which is closely akin to the Halakah, t he Seeley 
originating about the middle of the ninth 
century. When Rabbi Jehudai ventured to set aside the 
oETcustom and permitted the writing down of the Halakah, 
the prayers still remained to a large extent under the ban 
against written transmission. A Responsum of Rabbi 

1 Rabbenu Gershom is mentioned by name, p. 7. The Responsum 
mro mVnn, 6, is by Rashi, and may be found in vroVi nzix 'n 'rcn, 42, in 
a more correct form. Comp. Schorr, He-Haiuz , XII, 97. 

2 The brief oral decisions by Rabbi Jehudai in V*:, 45, are most of them 
to be found here again. 

5 The decision (p. 8) regarding a priest who left Judaism for a time is an 
extract from Rabbi Natronai’s Responsum in /n, 54, and D*n, 8, quoted 
also in Vow, I, a8. Likewise, the decision, following close upon it, 
regarding any renegade who returns to Judaism, goes back to Rabbi 
Natronai’s Responsum in 24 b, 8. On the other hand, the Responsum 
on p. 12 regarding the sick man, contradicts the view of Rabbi Natronai 
as given in bn'ic, 42; comp., however, a*n, 48. 
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Jehudai’s informs us that the Reader at the synagogue in 
his time was permitted to use a prayer-book on the Day of 
Atonement and other fast-days. Such leniency was not 
extended to the festivals—he was expected to recite the 
prayers by heart on them 1 . At a time in which the Reader 
was obliged to recite the prayers by heart, it goes without 
saying that the members of the congregation surely had no 
prayer-books, or at least did not use them in public. 

But it did not take long for the last remnants of the 
prohibition against the writing down of religious works to 
disappear. In a Responsum, Rabbi Natronai, whose period 
of activity is a hundred years after Rabbi Jehudai, dis¬ 
cusses the question whether a blind man may officiate as 
Reader in the synagogue 2 . He decides that there is no 
objection to his reciting the prayers, but he may not give 
the lesson from the Torah, because it is imperative that the 
latter must be read from the scroll. This reveals that, in 
Rabbi Natronai’s day, the general custom was for the 

1 Muller, HandschrifUiche Jehudai Gaon zugewiesene Lehrsdtze , io. Though 

Rabbi Jehudai was a Gaon of Sura, by education he was a Pumbeditan. 
Therefore it is not extraordinary for him to use the expression DiDn “p urn 
miDii in his Responsum. It is interesting that opposition to the use 
of prayer-books should prevail as late as the time of Rabbi Ephraim, 
as appears from his remark in brr^n\zr, 12. The identity of this Rabbi 
Ephraim cannot be established with certainty. He is probably the pupil 
of Alfasi, and not the Rabbi Ephraim of Bonn who lived a century 
later. Buber, in his list of authors’ names for attributes all the 

passages in the book to the former Rabbi Ephraim, but there can be 
no doubt that the Rabbi Ephraim in 33 is the German Rabbi Ephraim, 
as his correspondent is the German Rabbi Joel. From C"n I, 5 b, 
bottom, it may be seen that no prayer-books were taken to the synagogue 
on week-days, though, to judge from the words of the author, this 
was not to be ascribed to scruples against the use of prayer-books. 
What Ibn Gajat says, in xd*w, 1 ,62, regarding the recitation of the *Abodah 
on the Bay of Atonement, does not prove that in his time it was not 
written down; it means that in some congregations it was recited only 
by the precentor, while the worshippers merely listened. Comp, also 

58, YQ'i n'to onA, which also presupposes recitation by heart. 

2 Properly ascribed to Natronai in n'rc, 245, and n*N, I, 18 a, while in 

42 a, Rabbi Jehudai appears as th<? author, which is not correct. The 
prayer-books mentioned in <?. S., p. 153, belong to the time after R. Amram. 
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Reader to use a prayer-book, else a congregation would 
not have been in doubt as to the fitness of a blind man, 
who could recite the prayers only by heart, for the office of 
Reader. 

Of course, even after prayer-books had long been in use 
in Babylonia, there was no occasion for the Geonim to 
occupy themselves with the task of fixing the order of the 
prayers. With centuries of continuous development in 
Babylonia the conduct of the divine service lay in the 
hands of men who would do the right thing without the 
necessity of special instruction. Moreover, the judges and 
the other communal officials stood under the direct juris¬ 
diction of the Geonim, who would be sure to watch over 
the divine service and its conduct in accordance with the 
accepted regulations. Of t he three “ Orders of Prayer/’ it 
is certain that two were compiled at the request of con¬ 
gregations outside of Babylonia. Rab Amram wrote his 
for the Spanish congregations 1 , and Rabbi Saadia his for 
the Egyptian 2 , and it is altogether probable that Rabbi 
Hai, too, did not arrange his Seder for Babylonia 3 . The 
countries outside of Babylonia lacked both historical con¬ 
tinuity and a central body with acknowledged religious 
authority, and there were other circumstances, besides, 
standing in the way of securing an established order of the 
prayers. In spite of the high respect in which the Gaonate 
was held, the Jews of Europe and elsewhere were not 
altogether free from Palestinian influence 4 . In the depart¬ 
ment of liturgy this influence was most marked, for even 
after the disappearance of her Academies, Palestine still 
remained the home of the Piyyut and the prayers. In 
point of fact the chief work done by the Geonim with 

1 Explicitly stated by Ibn Daud, in his rfapn' d, and demonstrable from 
the Seder itself. 2 Comp, below, pp. 166-7. 

3 For a hypothesis regarding the destination of Rabbi Hai’s Seder see 
below, p. 175. 

4 Rabbi Hai knew this very well, as is shown by his remark in Rabbi 
Isaiah di Trani the Elder, r'"DQ, 42. Comp, also w*®, II, 55, where 
Palestinian customs in Spain are mentioned. 
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regard to the prayers was to guard the main, original 
prayers zealously against additions, and even so they 
were not wholly successful in warding off Palestinian 
influence*. 

Another current that threatened the stability of the order 
of prayers wa^^Karaism, especially its feeble offshoots, 
which were clo&e enough to Rabbinism to influence rather 
than repel it. The Responsum by Rabbi Natronai, in 
the Seder Rab Amram , 37 b-38 a, is an interesting 
exemplification of Karaitic influence on the Rabbinical 
liturgy. The Haggadah fragment published in the J.Q. R. 9 
X, 42, with its Rabbinic and Karaitic elements, shows 
that this influence was so strong as to leave traces in 
literature. 

Spain and Egypt were the countries in which these 

1 The many decisions of the Geonim, partly contradictory of one 
another, on the subject of insertions in the * Amidah , especially on the 
New Year's Day and the Day of Atonement, reveal unmistakable traces 
of a long struggle against the Piyyut , ending finally in a compromise. 
In general, the investigator gains the impression that the Geonim of 
Sura were by far more kindly disposed toward the Piyyut than those 
of Pumbedita, of which a comparison between the Responsum of Rabbi 
Natronai in 50, with one by Rabbi Hai in o'nrrr' d, 252 (however, 
see 1 . c., 288), affords a characteristic illustration. It is difficult to see 
how Weiss, 118, succeeds in discovering a predilection for Kalir in 
Rabbi Natronai from his Responsum. Rabbi Natronai (in /n, 50) names 
two Piyyutim , nvba yiapn and mbinn pprrai, with disapproval. The second 
is probably identical with yipra mbim by Kalir in the c Amidah for Purim 
in the German ritual; and even the first, nvba yiapn, may be Kaliric, as 
Kalir seems to have written more than one Piyyut for the * Amidah of 
Tisha* be-Ab. Comp. Landshut, nniyn mor, s. n. As for the influence 
exercised by Pumbeditan tradition on Rabbi Jehudai (see above, p. 120, 
n. 1), the fact is significant that he opposed any and every insertion in the 
'Amidah , acc6rding to the information given in G. S., on p. 51. If the 
text of the nAo, Berakot , 34 a, and of bn'nir, 27, is correct, the opposition 
to insertions extended even to "pnD fn pi, which, however, can hardly 
be so; it seems certain that it is an insertion made in Talmudic times. 
As for Egyptian conditions, it is to be noted that from rather early 
until comparatively recent times, both Palestinian and Babylonian 
synagogues flourished in Egypt, comp. J. Q. R., XVIII, 11, 564 ; XIX, 460, 
Benjamin of Tudela, Itinerary , pp. 90-1, ed. Griinhut; Neubauer-Cowley, 
Catalogue , 238, no. 16; and Poznanski, Z.E. B., X, 145. 
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currents were distinctly noticeable \ and they are the 
countries whence requests came to the Geonim regarding 
the order of the prayers. 

The Liturgical Part of the Seder Rab Amram. 

Exclusive of small sections of the prayer-book, the Seder 
Rab Amram is probably the first Order of Prayers issuing 
from the hand of a Gaon.- His predecessor, Rabbi Natronai, 
sent to Spain a brief arrangement of the “ hundred bene¬ 
dictions,” published for the first time in G. S., p. 119 et seq. 2 
It is possible, too, that the Gaon Kohen-Zedek, officiating 
shortly before Rabbi Natronai, put a Passover Haggadah 
together 3 . But of a complete Order of Prayers not a trace 
can be found until we reach Rab Amram. 

In its quality as the first Seder arranged by an acknow¬ 
ledged authority, Rab Amram*s enjoyed greater consideration 
than any work of the Geonic period. While of Rabbi 
Saadia’s Seder only a few quotations were preserved, and 
they by specialists in liturgy, so that it was until recently 
considered a lost book, there is scarcely any work of 
importance belonging to the centuries between the years 
1000 4 and 1500 that does not contain a reference to Rab 

1 The remark by Rabbi Samuel ha-Nagid in Dvyn 'd, 267, throws an 
interesting light upon the masked Karaism infecting Spain during the 
Geonic time. The Gaon Rabbi Natronai learnt about ‘An&n's book 
of laws from the Spanish Rabbi Eleazar Alluf, y'-tc, 38 a. 

a Rabbi Natronai seems to have arranged also regulations for the 
readings from the Pentateuch; comp. y'nD, 29 a, and a'n, ed. Hildesheimer, 
623. 

5 Comp, II, 100, Marx, Uniersuchungen, &c., 5-6, and Muller in 
HandschrifUiche Jehudai Gaon zugeioiesene Lehrsaize, 17, where may also be 
found the information obtained from Derenbourg, to which he refers in 
Mafteah , 83. Harkavy's view, in Saadia , 144, deserves to be mentioned as 
a curiosity of literature. He says that pis ]m and n©o 'i, in 1 . c., 
are one and the same person, that is, Ibn Gajat is supposed to have 
called one person by two names in the same sentence ! The ion Jid'no 'em 
mentioned by Rabbi Saadia may perhaps be the maternal grandfather of 
Rabbi Sherira, "raro (comp, above, p. 12, last line), of which 'Dio is a 
variant form. 

4 Rabbi Sherira, in m, is the oldest author who cites the r'lD. 
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Amram’s Seder. Though it was prepared for the Spanish 
Jews primarily, it was used as extensively by the Franco- 
German authorities as by the Hispano-Provenc^al. From / 
Rashi down to the anonymous fifteenth-century commen¬ 
tator 1 of the German prayer-book, published at Trino, 1535, 
the Franco-German scholars do not leave off appealing to 
the authority of Rab Amram. And the Hispano-Proven$al 
scholars of the same period, from Rabbi Isaac Ibn Gajat 
down to Abudraham, likewise form an unbroken chain of 
authors deriving their information from the Seder . Rab 
Amram. Besides, it is probably the only Geonic work of j 
which four complete MSS . 2 have been preserved. Of L 
Rabbi Saadia’s we have a single one, and that imperfect. / 
This same circumstance, that Rab Amram’s Seder was 
resorted to so zealously, carries with it a drawback. Due 
to it, we shall probably never know its true, original form. 

It was used until it was used up. To realise the whole 
extent of the problem thus forced upon us, we must 
remember that the Seder contains more than the prayers. 
They are accompanied by a continuous chain of important 
Halakot relating to the prayers. The introductory sentences 
of the Seder , the words of Rab Amram to Rabbi Isaac ben 
Simon, the addressee of the Seder Responsum, mention 
nothing about this Halakic exposition. His words are: 
“And relative to the prayers and benedictions for the 
whole year, concerning which thou didst make a request 
of me, it seemeth good to me to arrange them in order and 
send them to thee as they have been transmitted to us, the 
order of the Tannaim and Amoraim.” 

1 The ySo is quoted in the commentary on the Haggadab, with the 
words 0*0? 2*i mo nspi. Also in the brief observations preceding the 
prayers in awn Tnno the Seder is quoted. It ceased to be quoted only 
after printed prayer-books became common. 

2 On the MSS. comp. Marx, Untersuchungen sum Seder des Gacm Rab 
Amram , Frankfort-on-the-Main, 1908, which reached me while this book 
was going through the press. In the following pages MS. S stands for 
the Sulzberger MS. in the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, and 
MS. O for the Oxford MS. 
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An argumentum ex silentio like this may not be pressed 
too hard. It ia to be assumed that the Spanish congrega¬ 
tions did not ask the Gaon simply for a prayer-book. 
That they could have procured from any Babylonian Jew. 
They must have desired the valuable explanations and 
notes accompanying the prayers, and the Gaon, in his 
introduction, briefly spoke of the order of the prayers, 
which in his mind included the Halakot appertaining to 
them. Indeed, the probability is that the Spanish Jewp 
laid more stress upon the Halakot than upon^hejgmyers. 

"^^Girthe ^rirole, and certainlyTn aTT th'at was essential, the 
latter were settled everywhere according to local custom, 
which had too strong a hold upon the congregations 
to permit us to suppose for a moment that they would 
have given their peculiarities up for others, though the 
others had the high sanction of the Geonim. Furthermore, 
the quotations in the oldest authors that mention the Seder , 
Rabbi Sherira, Ibn Gajat, Rashi, and Albargeloni, are from 
the Halakic portions. This leaves no room for reasonable 
doubt that the Seder received its dual form from Rab Amram 
himself. The introductory words quoted above also show 
how untenable is the tradition reported by Azulai, in his 
Waad la-Hakamim , s.v., which makes the Seder the work 
of the school of Rab Amram. This tradition probably 
originated in the fact that the name of Rab Amram is 
mentioned several times in the Halakic portions of the 
Seder , as are also decisions by authorities who lived after 
him, Rabbi Nahshon, Rabbi Zemah, Rabbi Nathan, and 
Rabbi Saadia 1 . If these decisions were the only alien 
elements in the Seder , we should wonder that a book so 
much used had come down to us in a comparatively 
unchanged form, rather than that it had received such 
additions. In fact, a critical examination of the Seder 
shows that it was abused to an extreme degree, and the 


1 In MS. 0 Rabbenu Hai is also quoted. Comp. Marx, Untersuchungm, 
&c., 11. 
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portion that suffered most is the Order of Prayers specifi¬ 
cally, rather than the Halakic explanations. In the 
following paragraphs proofs will be adduced—and they 
might be increased tenfold—to show that our present 
Seder Rab Amram has preserved a minimum of its original 
form, so far as the prayers themselves go. 

The concluding sentence of now \nta in our Seder begins 
DWn ta JHN, while Abudraham 1 , 27, gives dwdh ta Jim 
ni&fijn ta JHK as the reading he finds in his copy, at the 
same time calling our form of it just quoted the custom 
of the “ common people.” 

The formula of minn ronn, as it now appears in the Seder , 
assuredly did not originate with Rab Amram. As is shown 
by the Responsum by Rabbi Natronai, G.S., p. 116, line 3, 
the expression nninn jrna was used in Babylonia, instead of 
the . • • notan of the Seder . Rabbi Natronai’s wording is 
corroborated by 2"n, ed. Hildesheimer, 8. Rabbi Abraham 
ben Nathan states, in his Manhig, 9, that rrunn jnu was 
used at his time in Spain, while a century later, as we can 
see from Abudraham, 30, the form of the Franco-German 
Academies was in vogue, which is the form that agrees 
with our printed text of the Seder. The version used by 
Rabbi Aaron of Lunel showed still another deviation from 
the original Seder Rab Amram. It had nmn nra piDy^, 
instead of min nm ta, also to be ascribed to Franco-German 
influence 2 . 

The priestly blessing after minn nma can be traced back 
at least to the time of Rabbi Jacob, the author of the Tar ; 
he had it in his copy of the Seder . But the Responsum of 
Rabbi Natronai shows that it was not used in Babylonia. 
In the introductory note to the Responsum, in G. &, p. 110, 
it is demonstrated that it was a French custom, and, there¬ 
fore, is naturally missing in S and 0 . 

1 I quote from the edition Warsaw, 1877. 

2 Comp. DtiD, 41 c, where is denominated a Minhag of Lorraine, 
as compared with the custom prevailing in Spain. MS. S has correctly 
rmrn jrvi:. Comp. Marx, Untersuchungen , &c., 7. 
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Our text, 2 a, calls for the recital of the verses on the 
Sabbath sacrifices, while the Manhig, 9, indicates that the 
Seder provides for them also on the New Moon Day. 

Abudraham, 37, accuses the “ common people ” of having 
twisted nrVDDI mas correctly given in the Seder , into 
VTOD1 vrDBO, but our text agrees with the wording used by 
the people. 

The mv in our text of the Seder forms the conclusion 
of the mom moo, but we have a trustworthy tradition 
(D*nyn 'd), 249, that the recital of the nrw was unknown in 
the principal synagogues in Babylonia as late as the time 
of Rabbi Natronai, the immediate predecessor of Rab Amram. 
From another source, R. 2 ?. J., XXIII, 334, we learn that the 
first one to introduce the rrw in Germany was Rabbi Moses 
ben Rabbi Kalonymos. All this would seem to point to the 
inevitable conclusion that the nw in the Seder Rab Amram 
is not one of its original elements, a conclusion strengthened 
by the fact that, as is patent from the Manhig , 10 b, the 
rrw did not appear in the copy of the Seder used by the 
author of the Manhig 1 . Indeed, the printed texts them¬ 
selves betray that we owe the nw to a copyist. On 
page 27 b, where the Sabbath prayers are recorded, the 
conclusion of the mom 'plDB is properly given as . ♦. D^noi. 

The omission of the passage BHn at the end of the 
first Shema* Benediction cannot but be a correction made 
in accordance with the Seder of Rabbi Saadia. Rabbi 
Nahshon, the successor of Rabbi Amram, quotes this passage 
incidentally (j"n, ed. Hildesheimer, 224), showing that he 
was not aware of any objection thereto, and it was recited 
in Babylonian synagogues still later, in the time of Rabbi 
Sherira 13). There is even an explicit statement 

that Rabbi Saadia could not make his opinion prevail in 
Sura itself. This brings out an interesting point in the 
history of the liturgy. It may not be out of place to dwell 

1 The MSS. have preserved the original text here only in part. See 
below, p. 144. Comp, also , I, 6 c, and Mahzor Romania , under mnir' 
in the Sabbath Morning Prayer. 
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upon it here. Originally the prayers connected with the 
Shemd ' contained no reference to the future, the Messianic, 
redemption. Zion, the Temple, and the restoration of the 
house of David were prayed for only in the 'Amidah. 
Gradually the three benedictions preceding the *Amidah 
were subjected to insertions dealing with the redemption. 
As we have seen, Rabbi Saadia protested, though vainly, 
against the presence of BHn Tin in the first Shemd Bene¬ 
diction. His objection was that the Benediction in question 
was intended to be a prayer in praise of the majesty of God 
revealed in the sun and the light of day, and a prayer for 
redemption could not be attached to it fittingly. The 
Benediction following the Shemd ‘ was originally a prayer 
of thanksgiving for deliverance from Egypt, and as is 
demonstrated in G. S., p. 89, the insertions bearing upon the 
future redemption go back to the Geonic time, though they 
established themselves in opposition to Geonic authority, 
which was on the whole directed to the end of preserving 
the main, central prayers intact and unchanged. In this 
case, it seems their authority was here and there exercised 
unsuccessfully. The second of the Shemd ‘ Benedictions, the 
mnK or D^iy nnns, also contains a reference to the future 
redemption which must be very old, seeing that no echo 
of any opposition to it has come down to us. The old 
dispute about the opening words of the Ahabah has nothing 
to do with the insertion of a reference to the future 
redemption 1 . 

1 The supposition put forward by Dr. Elbogen, Studim zur Geschichte des 
judischen Gottesdienstes, 27, that the discussion on the opening words of 
the second Shema * Benediction actually turned upon the insertion of the 
GeuUah, seems to me untenable. If his supposition were correct, what 
explanation could be offered for the fact that all the liturgies preserved 
until our time, the Ashkenazim, Sephardim, Italiani, Romania, all have 
the GeuUah in this Benediction, though they differ as to the initial 
words. Furthermore, the Talmud itself, Berakot, 11b, records a difference 
of opinion regarding the introductory words, but it is hardly possible 
that the insertion of the GeuUah could go back to the Talmudic time. 
Dr. Elbogen considers it inconceivable that so petty a variation as 
between nn nrw and □Viy nan» should have caused so much talk and 
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The fact that the shortened Yozer of the printed text 
is missing in the MSS. of the Seder, would by itself 
suggest the conjecture that it is derived from the Seder 
of Rabbi Saadia, even if the MS. of the latter did not 
contain it, and so make it a certainty. But the view 
that this Yozer , without a Kedushah , is the Palestinian, 
that is, the older form, is decidedly incorrect. The words 
of the Tosefta , Berakot, I, 9, 'p'p'p Dy ruiy nvn, leave 
no room for doubt— Yozer contained the Kedushah as 
early as the Tannaitic period, and the use of in the 
Tosefta passage precludes the possibility of making the 
reference apply to the Kedushah of the c Amidah *. *p 3 Dn 
can only mean the recital of the Shema' Benediction. The 
“ praying 99 of the c Amidah is always called ^an&n. The 
reasons given by Dr. Elbogen (Studien zur Geschichte des 
jildischen Gottesdienstes , 20) for supposing that the shorter 
form of the Yozer was the original form, are inadequate. 
He says that an analogous case is not known, of curtailing 
a prayer once used in a long form. In reality there are 
at least three parallel cases: wan, the shortened ' Amidah 
for private prayer, originating in the Tannaitic time; the 
shortened c Amidah for the congregation, originating in 
the early Geonic time, known to us from the Eshkol (I, 55) 
by Rabbi Abraham ben Isaac, who quotes it from Geonic 
literature; and the shortened grace after meals, which we 
have in three different forms, the one from the Talmudic 
time arranged for working men, and two later forms 2 for 

discussion. From the ancients he might have invited the reply pi dm 
D 3 Q wn. In their sight it was not a petty difference, not any more 
insignificant than the much-mooted question whether 1312 should or 
should not close with yuan, about which we have varying opinions, 
beginning with the time of Rabbi Akiba ( Berakot , III, 7), down to the 
last of the Amoraim (ibid., 50 a ; Yer . Berakot , VII, 11 c). 

1 The correct interpretation of the Tosefta passage may be found with 
so early an authority as rn'iii-n, Berakot , 8 a. 

a Besides the mspi of the Polish Rabbis of the sixteenth century 
handed down by Rabbi Joel Sirkes, in ram nu, on rr*N, 192, there is 
a much older shortened form of the grace after meals in 'n 'm«, I, 36 d, 
by Rabbi Aaron of Lunel. 

I K 
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various emergencies. The shortening of the ptorr na*D is 
particularly interesting, in view of the fact that the prayer 
was held to be Biblical, while all the others were based 
on Rabbinical authority only. 

The reason for the abridgment of the Yozer is plainly 
stated—an individual may not recite the Kedushah. Dr. 
Elbogen maintains that this prohibition is a fiction pure 
and simple, based upon a misunderstood passage in the 
Talmud. Nevertheless, many of the Geonim, as well as 
most of the old authorities down to and including Mai- 
monides, were actually of the opinion that the reciting 
of the Kedushah by a single person was forbidden 1 , and 
from their point of view, whether correct or not, they 
were compelled to formulate an abridged Yozer. A dif¬ 
ference of opinion existed only regarding the extent to 
which it should be curtailed. Rabbi Saadia, following 
the lead of the Talmud on tiKOT, retained only the frame¬ 
work of the Yozer , he omitted the numerous embellish¬ 
ments attached to it, while others of the Geonim left the 
Yozer itself as unabridged as possible, even when it was 
intended for private devotion, and omitted only the 
Kedushah 2 . I would venture a step further, and would 
assert that the Kedushah of the Yozer is the oldest form 
jin which this prayer^appears, the Kedushah in the * Amidah 
i being specifically Babylonian 3 . This would be the only 

1 The views of the Geonim regarding this point are collocated by 
Dr. Biichler, in R. ti. J., LIII, 220-30. Maimonides, it is alleged, changed 
his view; comp. Caro, Bet Yosef j 59. The long discussions on this 
point in the old authorities leave the impression that the old view, based 
upon the Talmud exclusively, was opposed to the recital of the Yozer 
Kedushah by the individual, and the other view came into vogue only 
through oneiD 'co. 

2 It should be borne in mind that in the olden times an individual 
absented himself from the Tins nbcn only if he had no time or if there 
was sickness, hence the aim to make the itt nbcn as short as possible. 

3 In the Midrash ha-Gadol, 1 ,278, the following sentence is quoted from 
an unknown Midrash : nnrc 'WS natt? 'Wo rwnp 'b V**, that is, four 
Kedushot for each day, viz. : (1) w 'ip ; (2) mm? bv htoj? 'ip : (3) 
nitdi 'ip; and (4) nroo bw m'03? 'ip, to which are added on the Sabbath 
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way of making clear why the Palestinians, as late as the 
year 800, continued to offer strenuous opposition to the 
' Amidah-Kedushah on week-days, which, as appears from 
G. 8 ., p. 48 et seq., was forced upon them by the Babylonians. 
If it had been an old constituent part of the daily 
service, what other reason would suffice to explain the 
omission of the holiest part of the c Amidah in Palestine? 
It is even questionable whether the * Amidah-Kedvshah 
was known to the Babylonian Talmud itself. Berakot , 
21 b, is not decisive. All that may properly be inferred 
from this passage is that in Babylonia, and perhaps also 
in Palestine, the third Benediction of the *Amidah con¬ 
tained the trisagion, though not necessarily as an inde¬ 
pendent paragraph, as we have it in our gedushah, but 
as an integral part of the Benediction, somewhat like this : 

b vbn rmav ^ wnp ertp t?np mnaa idp tnw nna emp 1 

nua pKH % corresponding to the closing sentence of the third 
Benediction for iwn and niM, on which days, in view 
of their judicial character, the verse Isa. v. 16 is used 
instead of Isa. vi. 3. This would serve also to make clear 
Rabbi Huna’s point of view. As the passage in Berakot 
informs us, he had no objection to an individual's reciting 
the 'Amidah-Kedushah in his private devotion. Rabbi 
Huna subscribed to the accepted principle: npnpap ISl bs 
'"d mnan K.T but he saw in the ‘ Amidah-gedushah 
only a part of the third Benediction, the Dt?n nwp, in¬ 
tended for private as well as public worship. Furthermore, 
it should be taken into consideration that the MSS. 
and the old authors did not have fWip in this Talmud 
passage as in our text, but BT»p. Apparently, then, the 

the Musaf Kedushah and the NniDi 'ip at the going out of the Sabbath. 
Accordingly, this Midrash did know the nvtdt 'ip for the Sabbath After¬ 
noon Service, which, as is shown in 0 . S., pp. 288-9, * s °f Babylonian 
origin. The Targum Sheni, V, z, has an interesting passage bearing on 
the subject: pot ntei nov tea tzmp .... bsn©\ At the time of this 
Targum, then, the hiidt 'ip formed no part of the regular public service. 

1 It is well known that the formula nrw snip was the old o©n rrarnp, 
and not ©up nn«. 

K 2 
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subject dealt with is not the Kedushah , but the words 
'p'p Wip in the third Benediction. 

The ‘ Amidah-Kedushah received sanction and character 
as an independent prayer only under the influence of the 
Babylonian mystics. The conception conveyed by it is 
the mystical idea that God receives his c< crown ** from 
Israel as from the heavenly host, when they adore him 
by means of the trisagion 1 . The old Kedushah contained 
nothing of this notion. It merely ascribed holiness to God 
in the words of the prophet Isaiah. It was against this 
mystical idea that the Palestinians during Geonic times 
contended inch by inch. First the Babylonians living in 
Palestine achieved their purpose of inserting the Kedushah 
in the Sabbath service, and this was far from being the 
only Paitanic addition made to it 2 . In the end, the 
Babylonian Kedushah slipped into the week-day service 
as well. In Geonic times the Babylonian Jews living in 
Palestine played pretty much the same part as the Polish 
Jews in Germany during the last three centuries. Fault 
was found with them on all sides, but after all they were 
“the scholars/’ and, do what one would, their authority 
compelled recognition. Now, as the 'Amidah-Kedushah 
is the product of the Babylonian mystics, so the Yozer- 
Kedushah goes back to the Palestinian mystics. Josephus 
(de hello Judaico , II, 8, 5) says of the Essenes: “ They 
speak not a word about profane things before the rising 
of the sun, but they offer up the prayers they have received 
from their fathers facing the sun as if praying for its 
rising/* Mutatis mutandis , a Yozer is nothing but the 
prayer at sunrise, and if the liturgy preserved for us had 
not had a Kedushah in the Yozer , we should logically have 
been compelled to assume its sometime existence there. 


1 Comp. Bloch’s essay on the nmo mv in Monatsschrift f XXXVII, 305. 
Our author goes too far when he assigns the origin of the Yozer-Kedushah 
to the Babylonian mystics. 

a Albargeloni, in D'nyn 'd, 251, expresses his decided opposition to 
"|vrP ban. Of course, his protest against this old insertion was vain. 
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In the whole of the prophetical literature there is nothing 
suitable for a Yozer except the glorification of the Lord 
by the celestial host, described by Isaiah, which we call 
the Kedushah \ 

Furthermore, the difference between the Palestinian and 
the Babylonian Kedushah calls for consideration. The 
Yozer-Kedushah like the Palestinian "Amidah-Kedushah 
has nothing of the c< crowning of God,” which is so dis¬ 
tinctly conveyed by the Babylonian * Amidah-Kedushah. 
When the Palestinians, acting under compulsion by the 
Babylonians,accepted the * Amidah-Kedushah , they divested 
it of this mystical concept, and fitted it into the Yozer - 
Kedushah —additional evidence for the independence of 
the two Kedushot, for while the Babylonians know only 
the form with nro for the * Amidah-Kedushah , no trace 
of the “crown” can be discovered in the Yozer-Kedushah, 
as, furthermore, the Palestinians have only BHpJ or ’■jtPHpa 
for the * Amidah-Kedushah 1 2 . 

The above exposition can lead to but one conclusion, 
that the Yozer-Kedushah is pre-Geonic and Palestinian, 
and as a consequence the short Yozer in the Seder is exactly 
what it is said to be, an abridgment for private worship, 
and not the original Palestinian Yozer. It is nevertheless 
indisputable that the short Yozer is not properly to be 
accounted an original constituent of the Seder Rab Amram. 
There can be no doubt that it was taken from the Seder 

1 Rapoport, Biography of Kdlir, note 20, gives so convincing a statement 
of the connexion between the Yozer and the Essenes that nothing 
remains to be added to his words. Dr. Hoffmann, in the Introduction 
to the o'wn srvra, goes so far as to conjecture that the Essenes were 
called own after D"tn “ the sun,” but this explanation of the expression 
own rfoo seems to me very forced. own would rather appear to be 
nothing more than a variation of D'mn. Then own rfoo would be a 
li Collection of Proverbs.” 

2 Comp. O. S., pp. 48-9, where the tto formula is dealt with in detail. 
The statement made there that the Italian ritual, before being influenced 
by the Kabbalah, knew only nro, is corroborated by the words in ‘jn'iir, 
13 : nro ’lortpnny'anttfto. Comp, also Berliner Hoffmann, Magazin, Hebrew 
supplement no -raw, 1886, p. 11, where "ira is given as the Kedushah , 'T& arcs. 
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of Rabbi Saadia. Not only is it missing in the MSS. 
of the Seder Red) Amram, but we know from Bondi, 
Siddur des Rabbi Saadia , 13, that this short Yozer is 
actually in the MS. of the Seder of Rabbi Saadia l . 

Whether the formula nai pdhk for the second Shema 
Benediction is really traceable to Rab Amram, is question¬ 
able, for as late as the time of Rabbi Sherira and Rabbi 
Hai it began with D$>iy rarw everywhere in Babylonia except 
in the synagogue of Kohen-Zedek, and there is no likeli¬ 
hood that Rabbi Amram would have given a decision 
deviating from the universal Babylonian custom. It seems 
that we have again met with a “ correction 99 made for 
the purpose of bringing the Seder into agreement with the 
views of the Franco-German authorities 2 . 

The addition of tan miD for the summer is mentioned 
by Rabbi Abraham, in the Manhig , 16, as a Provencal 
custom, not known to the Seder Rab Amram ; yet in our 
text of the Seder it is given 3 . 

Abudraham, 67, speaks with disapprobation of the 
“ common people ** who say tevby ' 10^1 in the iniDI KPHp, 
the only correct form being N^y D$>y 3 , as the Seder Rab 
Amram has it. Again our text agrees with the supposed 
preference of the common people. 

The addition to the Geullah in the Evening Service in 
our text of the Seder , 19 a, is most suggestive. Rab Amram 
(6 b) is peremptory in opposing the insertion of the idea 
of the future redemption in the Geullah of the Morning 
Service. It is absolutely inconceivable that he would have 

1 From n'or, I, 52, it may even be gathered that the short Yozer in the 
'sT m \o read other than in our text. 

8 It is true, so early an authority as the Gaon Rabbi Hanina, the 
disciple of Rabbi Jehudai, expressed himself in favour of ny» rorw; 
comp. a # n, 125. But the statement... -|Vw poo uanai is contradicted 
by Rabbi Sherira. It may be that the Minhag was changed in the later 
time of which Rab Sherira speaks. 

3 Accordingly, Rapoport (Kalir, note 33) is not right when he saya 
that Kalir and the Sephardim agree in having Vo for the summer, as the 
old Sephardic ritual did not have it. 
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been so inconsistent as to permit its insertion in the Evening 
Service. Moreover, from the Responsum by Sar Shalom 
given in 0 . &, p. 91, it appears that the insertion originally 
had its place in the Geullah for the morning. It is there¬ 
fore probable that it occupied this place in the copy upon 
which our text is based, as, indeed, the amplified Getillah 
was most generally identified with the Morning Service \ 
But the copyist of the Seder could not stultify himself 
to the extent of giving the expanded Geullah side by side 
with the Gaon’s disapproval of it. Hence the insertion 
disappeared from the Morning Prayer, while, in the 
Evening Prayer, there being no remark of Rab Amram’s 
to deter them, the copyists followed the custom with 
which they were familiar in the Geullah for the evening. 
Now, as neither the Sephardim nor the Ashkenazim in 
later times had an amplified evening Geullah , the inference 
is that the model for our text of the Seder must have been 
an old Spanish prayer-book containing these additions. 
As for their origin, the Genizah fragment enables us to 
say with certainty that they came from Palestine, whence 
they reached also the Morning Service in the old Orders 
of Prayer of the Ashkenazim and Sephardim, from which 
the opposition of the Geonim did not succeed in removing 
them entirely. Hence the fact that the insertion in the 
Geullah is missing in the Sulzberger MS. of the Seder 
proves nothing with regard to its high antiquity as com¬ 
pared with the printed text. It belongs to a time in which 
the amplified Geullah was no longer a general custom, and 
the copyists of the Seder therefore had no occasion to put 
it into their copies. 

For the endeavour to arrive at a valuation of our text, 
the noon ^y $?*p, 19 b, is of great importance# In the 
Genizah fragment published by Professor Schechter in 
the J. Q. R., X, 655, there is a Shema Benediction before 
13 T 3 , running thus: PSJ 31 tbw 13^3 \ybxfo 1*3p« '*$2 
nvsn. Recently, another Genizah fragment was reproduced 

1 Comp, the Genizah fragment in R. &. J LIII, 236. 
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in the R.lZ.J., LIII, 240-1, by Professor Ldvi, and it con¬ 
tains a Benediction with almost absolutely the same 
wording. The accepted opinion is that this Benediction 
was unknown hitherto, until the publication of these two 
fragments. No explanation came readily to hand when 
and why this special Shema' Benediction was added to the 
other two of Tannaitic origin. Another striking point is 
that this Benediction is not directly before the Shema* in 
the two Genizah fragments, but before 1313 . Does it seem 
reasonable to suppose that a Shema* Benediction was 
recited before 

Light is thrown upon the bearing of this Benediction 
by a Besponsum of Kabbenu Hai’s, and by the remarks 
of a number of the old authorities about the Shema* Bene¬ 
diction before bedtime. Babbi Hai, 57, decides against 
the use of rnnta tatanh yep nnp by rap** h'dk before 
the noon by B^p. Thus it appears that the Shema* Bene¬ 
diction of the two fragments contains nothing new. It is 
merely a variant of Babbi Hai’s form, a form to be found 
also in D”n 'mK, I, 43 c, Abudraham, 23, and *Ittur , II, 
34 c 1 . Its import is conveyed to us in an observation 
made by Babbi Asher ben Yehiel, on the beginning of 
Berakot , which is repeated by his son Babbi Jacob, in 
Tur , Orah Hayyim , 235. According to a well-known 
custom 2 the Evening Prayer was said at the synagogue 
immediately following upon the Afternoon Prayer, even 
if night had not yet set in. This necessitated the repetition 
of the Shema* after nightfall. As the Babbinical injunction 
requires its recital at night , the authorities insisted upon 
its being said before going to bed, even if it had been 
prayed at the synagogue in the Evening Service. Some 


1 Comp, also bn'ntr, 40, and Tosafot , on Berakot , 2 a, catchword tiding, 
end, and Hullin f 105 a, bottom. 

2 This custom must have arisen in Palestine and spread thence to the 
European countries, but it gained no foothold in Babylonia, on account 
of the opposition of the Geonim. Comp. Rabbi Hai’s Besponsum in V'a, 78; 
and Tfv, 76; quoted also by many old authorities. 
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ordered, that with the Shemaf the two Benedictions also 
were to be repeated 1 , for the reason that they, too, had 
been recited in the synagogue before nightfall. Rabbi 
Amram, however, says Rabbi Asher, was of opinion that 
it was not obligatory to say over again the Shema' Bene¬ 
dictions in their full wording. A brief Benediction, 
according to the usual formula of the mala, sufficed. There 
can hardly be a doubt but that Rabbi Asher found this 
view of Rabbi Amram’s in his Seder under noon by P"p. 
In our text it is missing, in consonance with the opinion 
of the later authorities 2 , who permitted neither this nor 
any other Benediction in connexion with the noon by t?"p. 
There is only one MS. of the Seder in which the ab¬ 
breviated Benediction appears, the Oxford MS. Even there, 
however, it seems probable to me that the passage Dilpi 
nnanp was not derived from the Seder , but from some 
other source. My reason is that as it now reads in the 
Oxford MS., it contains a contradictio in adjecto. If stress 
is laid upon the recital of a Benediction before the Shema 
at bedtime, and if stress is laid upon it for the reason that 
the Evening Service is held before nightfall, the appointed 
time for the Shema*, then it would follow that the whole 
Shema* should be repeated, not merely the first Parashah , 
as our text and the Oxford MS. provide 3 . It is also worthy 
of note that the passage in question is not in its proper 
place in the Oxford MS. It should have read ^ap^ TUOl 
dk mm ny yot? to romn runs ampi nth® mot? mata i*by 
TOO yio&p. The original Shema* Benediction before 
noon by which was nothing but an equivalent for the 
two long Benedictions which accompanied the Shema* 
when it was recited before nightfall, was looked upon 
later as a special Benediction 4 for noon by t y'p, without 
reference to the time of saying the Shema* in the 

1 Comp, mv'-i n'obn, Berakot, beg., and Caro, Bet Yosef, n*V», 335. 

3 Comp. Tosafot, Berakot, beg., and Albargeloni, quoted in bn'ro, 40. 

3 Comp. Rashi and Tosafot, Berakot , beg. 

4 Thence the opposition of Rabbi Hai to this Benediction; he says, 
*nn rmm vroo to ©'prc ':co 
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Evening Service, whether after or before nightfall. 
This is the conception that finds expression in the 
Oxford MS., as it does in later ritualists, and it is a 
conception that is not wholly in accord with Rab 
Am ram's view. 

This analysis enables us to understand the Shema 1 Bene- 
I diction in the Genizah fragments. A substitute for the 
I prescribed Shema Benedictions in the evening was a 
I common expedient in congregations where the Evening 
Service took place in the synagogues before nightfall, as 
was the case outside of Babylonia 1 . But there were cir¬ 
cumstances requiring an alternative Benediction even in 
the Morning Service, either for an individual who had time 
only for the Shema , but not for the whole Morning Prayer, 
or for the whole congregation on fast days and holidays, 
on which the elaborate service was so long drawn out 
that the Shema ' might fall beyond the proper time 2 . In 
such cases, and similar ones, Shema ' was recited in private 
devotion before the regular service, with the short Bene¬ 
diction in the Genizah fragments. For this reason it is 
not given as a Shema * Benediction after nm rant* or rant* 
D^iy, but as coming before 13*13, because only an individual, 
and he only if he does not recite ytDP ni3*i3, is to recite 
the short Benediction. It is, in fine, a special Benediction, 
which really should have no place in a regular Order 
of Prayers. 

It is highly probable that the introduction of Shema 
with the three words bx is only a remnant of this 

very Shema < Benediction. The opposition to it must have 
been strong enough to force out ni3$>Dl DP, which was 
replaced by Accordingly, the complete introduction 

must have run thus at some time after matal DP was 
omitted: nvan PS331 Dta nata ptu ita bx 9 and all that 
remained of it were the first three words. 

1 Comp, above, p. 137, n. 2. 

2 Comp. Ter . Berakot , 1 ,3 c ; the Geonic Responsum quoted in Albarge- 

loni, O'nrn 'd, 255; 3 a, and n'a, I, 6 c. 
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An old addition, derived from the Sephardic prayer- 
book, is the congregational prayer list? rone*, 27 b. So 
early an authority as Albargeloni had it in his copy of 
the Seder Rab Amram , as he tells us in D'nyn 7 d, 250, 
while Tur , Orah Hayyim , 57, reports the reverse about 
his copy. That it was missing in the model for our text 
is evident from the fact that it does not appear in the 
Week-day Service, though there is no reason for reciting 
this prayer on the Sabbath exclusively l . 

The order of the verses 7 131 wnn ♦. ♦ P"W inpnv is stamped 
as incorrect by Abudraham, and he recommends that they 
be recited as they succeed each other in the Seder Rab 
Amram. But our text has the repudiated arrangement, 
except in the New Year Service, where the order is that 
recommended by Abudraham. 

What Rabbi Abraham ben Nathan says in his Manhig , 
33 a, makes it plain that in his copy of the Seder the 
Talmud sections are not set down to be recited at the end 
of the Afternoon Sabbath Service, and the passage KBIT—'P"ia 
is properly enough found to be missing in the Oxford and 
the Sulzberger MSS. 

The formula for pin nn« at the end of the Sabbath, as 
given in our text, differs from that quoted in the Manhig , 
33 b, from the Seder. As Maimonides agrees with the 
Manhig , it remains only to assume that our text was 
shortened in this passage. 

The prayer ♦ ♦. br\n n"ik, on page 31 b, is known to the 
Manhig only as a Spanish custom, and to justify it the 
author resorts, not to the Seder , but to a Yerushcdmi 
passage, and we may be sure that it did not occur in his 
copy of the Seder . This throws doubt upon the authen¬ 
ticity of the whole section, from JVyatw until nyttF»i>, all the 
more as it is missing in the Oxford MS. That it is, in 
spite of this, an addition of respectable age may be inferred 

Albargeloni, it is true, deals with the Sabbath Service, but it is fair 
to assume that he had iDtr namr 1 of the Week-day Service also before him. 
The editor of the o'nrn 'o observes that it is not contained in our ! 
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from its being quoted from the Seder Rab Amram by Ibn 
Gajat, I, 15, as the 2 W, Orah l}ayyim, 299, does also. 
Nevertheless, it is recognised as an interpolation by the 
circumstance that it is a piece put in between the Habdalah 
and the draining of the Habdalah cup. It does not seem 
likely that between the Benediction over the wine and 
the drinking of the wine itself so long an interval would 
be interposed as is required for the recital of this piece, 
the rule being that a Benediction is to be followed at once 
by the enjoyment of the food and drink over which it is 
said. It is therefore much simpler to assume that it was 
taken from some other source, and as the copyist could not 
well attach it to the Halakic portion of the Seder , there 
was nothing for him to do but join it to the Habdalah . 

On 41 b, in the Order of Prayers for the second day 
of the Passover, the counting of the c Omer is missing. Yet 
it was present in the copy of the Seder used by Rabbi 
Aaron of Lunel, as appears from a remark of his in nimx 
D"n, I, 84 a. 

As an adjustment in conformity with the Sephardic 
rite, we may consider pDI *n in the first Benediction 
of the * Amidah for the New Year, which Abudraham 
attributes to the ignorance of the people. He accuses 
them of having changed this Benediction as given in the 
Seder Rab Amram . Our text again agrees with the custom 
of the ignoramuses. If we call to mind how zealous the 
Geonim were in denouncing any change in the c Amidah^ 
there can be no doubt as to the correctness of Abudraham’s 
version of the Seder in comparison with our text. 

Another change in the ' Amidah for the New Year is 
the insertion of BHp DV. Of the Seder Rab Amram 

it did not form a part, for which we have the clear 
testimony of the author of the Manhig , 52-3. It is a 
peculiarity of the Spanish liturgy, and our text was here 
subjected to an importation from it. 

The remark made by Ibn Gajat on the changes in the 
1 Amidah prescribed by Rab Amram for the Ten Peni- 
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tential Days I, 45) proves the sentences b"rb — DVn, 
45 a, to be an addition from the Spanish Mahzor. 

The Benediction over the Shofar, in the copy of the 
Seder Rab Amram used by Ibn Gajat, read jnpni> (t/ty I, 
261), while our text offers the formula prescribed by 
Rabbenu Hai. On the other hand, the IVpn in his 

copy of the Seder had the words K’fi nwtD yipr6 yu DK1. 
One must despair of establishing the wording of this 
Benediction original to the Seder. 

The prayer n^mx is properly missing in the printed text, 
27, while the MSS. Oxford and Sulzberger contain it as 
an addition from the Sephardic Mahzor . It is, doubtless, 
of Palestinian origin, as can be seen from the Mahzor 
Romania, where it has a place in the Daily Prayer. 
Besides, the closing Benediction Y»pn 'nvb ^X 3 is known 
to us to have been used as such through a passage in the 
Yeru8halmi Berakot , I l , and accordingly belongs to the rem¬ 
nants of the Palestinian liturgy, which have been preserved 
among the Sephardim, Ashkenazim, and Italiani. 

The words n&T?prr xraTiD vw 2 , on 47 a, make it seem 

1 Not in our text of tlie Yerushdlmi , but in the text used by the old 
authors. Comp. Ratner, □'tom p*s nirw, 33-4. Maimonides also has 
this formula, as weU as Rabbi Saadia, in his 'Abodah given by Dr. Elbogen 
in his Studien, &c., 122. Curiously enough, Dr. Elbogen overlooked this, 
on p. 70, n. 1. 

2 Weiss (IV, 49) reproaches the Geonim for calling the Academy 

wnprr mm?'. However, it is not the Geonim who use the expression, 
but the scholars outside of Babylonia (R. Ibn Abitur and Moses ben Enoch, 
in 4 d, 29; 30 a, 9) or the correspondents of the Geonim (*>*2,9). In the 
latter passage, the question contains the words: mrmprr rranm 3roon -p«, 
while the Gaon’s reply was the simple i 23 n:o. Likewise in 172, 

m r npn tfro'noo is a remark made by the compiler of the Responsa. 
In general, the Geonim either cite decisions by other Geonim or the 
custom of the Academy, but never a decision of the Academy, which, 
indeed, would have been odd coming from a Gaon, as all decisions were 
supposed to be issued by him and not by the Academy. In 01*02, 44, 
rrcrnpn nnrnon in Rabbi Sherira’s reply is only a verbatim repetition of the 
expression employed by the questioner. It is interesting that in the Re- 
sponsum by Rabbi Sherira and Rabbi Hai jointly, found in the Responsa 
Collection of Rabbi Solomon Ibn Adret, V, 25, a-b, n. 121, the question 
contains the expression rrcrnpn ny«rn, while the answer has instead of it 
oto r?ytD\ 
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very likely that ni 3 bl was missing in the original Seder , 
for these words were never used by the Geonim. If, 
besides, we take into consideration that m 3 bl was un¬ 
known in Babylonia, as we are told by the Geonim of 
Sura and of Pumbedita without a dissenting voice 1 , the 
probability of its not having formed a constituent part 
of Rab Amram’s Seder rises almost to certainty. There 
would be no explanation to offer for Rab Amram’s pro¬ 
cedure in first putting it into his Seder , and then character¬ 
ising it as a “foolish custom.” We probably are troubled 
by two additions derived from different sources. The 
first addition, the n*TJ bl itself, came, in all likelihood, from 
the Seder of Rabbi Saadia, and to this was joined, as a 
second addition, the disparaging criticism upon it made 
by Rabbi Natronai, introduced by the words Kni'noio natr 
ronpn. 

To the Spanish Mahzor , again, the prayers r6jr and 
T)i>D, on 48 a, are attributable. As we learn from explicit 
statements in Ibn Gajat, t/V, I, 61, and Manhig , 60, it was 
Rab Amram’s opinion that these prayers were not to be 
said on nniMn DV. The author of the Manhig, and Abu- 
draham as well (133), add that none but the Spanish rite 
differs from Rab Amram. This point affords a striking 
illustration of the heedless way in which the copyist to 
whom we owe our text set aside the real Seder of Rab 
Amram. On 47 a, where a list of the initial words of the 
prayers for is given, he followed his model implicitly. 
There he included neither nby' nor Tita. But two pages 
further on he could not refrain from setting down what 
he was accustomed to connect with the services of the day. 

Our text contains no alphabetical NBn by, yet Abudraham, 
153, cites one from the Seder Rab Amram . 

The prayer for a mother on the day when the child to 

1 Comp. I, 60-1. Rabbi Saadia is the only one who knows 
Kol-Nidre , whence it follows that it was of Palestinian origin, as the 
Seder of Rabbi Saadia follows the Palestinian customs closely; comp, 
below, pp. 166-7. Concerning the opposition of the Geonim to Dm: men, 
comp, above, p. 96, n. 1. 
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which she has given birth is circumcised, 52 b, is a later 
addition, as was proved by the present writer in the 
Z. H. B. y IX, 106. The Geonic sources mention a prayer 
for the child, but none for the mother. 

The Benediction to be said at the circumcision of a 
proselyte, and of a slave, as set down in the Manhig , 98 b, 
from the Seder , is not in agreement with our text, which 
should probably be modified according to the Manhig . 

In view of all the passages instanced, it would be a 
wilful perversion of judgment to make an inference regard¬ 
ing the nature of the Geonic liturgy from the recensions 
of the Seder at present available. Our printed text cannot 
be looked upon as anything more or less than a Spanish 
Order of Prayer with some additions from the real Seder 
Rab Amram. The same characterisation applies also to 
the MSS. Sulzberger and Oxford 1 , though they deviate 
here and there from the printed text. Of the two MSS. 
the Oxford apparently is a more recent version, the in¬ 
sertions in which may have been taken from the Seder 
of Rabbi Saadia. This supposition is strengthened by the 
long passages, given by Marx, Untermchungen, &c., 
Hebrew part, 4, 6, 18, which are said expressly to have 
been derived from Rabbi Saadia, and p. 11, relative to 
run, which is quoted by various authors with the name 
of Rabbi Saadia attached to it 2 . The grace after meals 
in the MSS., having the same wording in the two, is also 
more recent than the printed text of the prayer, as is 
shown by pTD.n nai 3 given at the end of the Seder. 
The prayer after pin pm in the Oxford MS. is doubtless 
a later addition 3 . Rab Amram would scarcely have sent 
the Spanish congregations more than the main prayers. 
Hence the difference between the forms of the nunn in 

1 I have given the prayers in them only a cursory examination, but 
I am convinced they agree with the printed text in all essentials. 

2 Comp. Muller in (Euvres Complete de R. Saadia, IX, 156. 

8 The sentence (28) lb innc .... occurs almost literally in an 

epitaph at Brindisi, of the year 833, published by Ascoli, Inscrizione , 66. 
Comp, also , II, 635. 
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the printed text and the MSS., as none of them were 
contained in the original Seder Rab Amram. There 
is, of course, no need to lose time in adducing proofs that 
the addition to Nishmat in MS. Oxford (24) is a late 
insertion, nor that the extracts from the Hekalot , to be 
found only in the printed text, most probably were not 
of the original constituent parts of the Seder . It is sig¬ 
nificant that while the Oxford MS. has no rrw in the 
Week-day Service (p. 3), it has it in the Sabbath Service 
(13), exactly the reverse of what we find in the printed 
text. As has been demonstrated, Rab Amram did not 
have the rrw in his Seder . 

The Halakic Part of the Seder Rab Amram. 

It now behoves us to explain how it happened that of 
all old works the Seder Rab Amram was subjected to such 
peculiar treatment. Like the others it suffered additions 
to its essential, original form. But that is not all—the 
essential original form itself was not left intact, it was 
so modified, abridged, and extended, that we now have 
very little of what it was in the first place, when it left 
the hands of Rab Amram. Prayer-book making among 
Jews is a wholly modem trade. Rab Amram did not, by 
any manner of means, write a prayer-book. He merely 
sent the Spanish congregations the prayers prayed in 
Babylonia, well knowing that, to use a Talmudic phrase, 
“ every stream has its own current.” He had no intention 
of forcing Babylonian rites upon Spanish congregations. 
Incorrect readings, which had crept into some of the 
prayers in the course of the centuries, were rectified in 
the Halakic notes accompanying them, and at the same 
time the notes served to state the principles which had 
guided the Tannaim and Amoraim in settling the form 
of the prayers, and which still were to be applied as norms. 
These explanations of the Gaon subjoined to the prayers 
were the important part of Rab Amram’s Responsum for 


Digitized by L^ooQle 



THE HALAKIC LITERATURE 


*45 


the Spanish Jews. There was no disposition on the part 
of the latter to abolish their local rites, but when the 
congregations had differing customs, or in doubtful cases, 
the directions of the Qaon were resorted to, consulted, 
and applied. The main task of the copyists, employed 
by those interested in spreading the Seder , consisted not 
in reproducing the prayers, but in recording the Halakic 
directions and the important variations from their prayers 
given by Rab Amram. In this way we have come into 
possession of Spanish prater-books-* embellished with ad¬ 
ditions from Rab~Amram’s Seder as well as his Halakic 
instructions. Similarly, the Germans had their 3 Tr DmtnD 
DiDy 1 , prayer-books embodying their liturgy together 
with the Halakic portions of Rab Amram’s Seder 2 . 
Of the same class is the Mahzor Vitry> which contains 
the major part of the Halakic element of the Seder , but 
in the prayers themselves it follows the French ritual. 
In view of the close relation subsisting between some 
of the prayers and the Halakot accompanying them, it 
may be assumed, without further evidence, that the Spanish 
congregations, and here and there others as well, yielded 
to the great authority of Rab Amram, and made changes 
in their liturgy in consonance with his directions, such 
as the excision of the reference to the Messianic redemption 
from the Qeullah , which, as was demonstrated above, existed 
in the old Spanish forms of the prayer. Occasionally, 
compromises must have been made between the local 
custom and the version recommended by the Gaon. When 
we find the Sephardim using ina for the Musaf Kedushah, 
and for the Kedushah of nnnt?, it is fair to conclude 


1 I, 26 b. 

2 Naturally, many a Halakah was given a place in the Mahzorim that 
had the sanction neither of Rab Amram’s name nor any other Gaon’s. 
Hence, quotations from the in the works of the German authors 
that cannot be traced. For instance, a contemporary of Kashi's grandsons 
('*n s'n 'cn, 3) cites the nbn maVn of Rab Amram, of which not a trace 
can be found in the and probably it never existed there. 

I L 
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that we have an instance of an attempt at amalgamating 
different rituals *. 

The influence of the Babylonian ritual must, therefore, 
have been strongest in Spain, whither the Seder was first 
taken, which, however, did not hinder it from asserting 
itself among the Franco-German Jews. In pursuing this 
line, it must be borne in mind that frequently what is 
denominated the custom according to the Seder Rab 
Amram is nothing but the old Spanish rite, which agrees 
with the old Ashkenazic rite, both derived from Palestine 1 2 . 

While the li turgical jm rt of the Seder was badly abused 
by the copyists, the JJfdnkio. j mrt has reached us in com¬ 
paratively good condition. After what has been said, the 
reason is patent. The prayers the copyists knew by heart, 
and they paid little attention to their model. They wrote 
as their memory dictated. Besides, they knew that the value 
of their work was concentrated mainly in the copying of the 
Halakot. To these they therefore devoted conscientious 
care. It was inevitable, of course, that in spite of all 
attention, even this portion of his Seder should receive 
additions from other hands than Rab Amram’s, and, also, 
several Responsa by him, which he seems to have addressed 
to Spanish scholars independently of the Seder, have been 
inserted at suitable places. For instance, the Halakot on 
pp. 26 a-b, bearing the name of Rab Amram, are abstracts 

1 Comp. 0. S., p. 49. 

2 The great respect enjoyed by the among the Franco-German 
Jews is apparent from the words of Rabbenu Tam, in "turn' d, ed. Rosenthal, 
99, in which he maintains that the Seder was the chief source for the 
prayers. Rapoport, jru 'i 'n, note 29, goes too far, however, when he says 
that the Germans were the only ones to accept the Seder Rab Amram , 
excluding the Spaniards as he does. Yet his instinct was correct in 
laying stress upon the influence exercised by the 9 *Sd upon the German 
liturgy. In his polemic against Rapoport, Weiss, Dor, IV, 121-2, is less 
close to the truth when he deduces the dependence of the Sephardic 
ritual upon the from the agreement between the former and our 
text of the Seder. We have seen that the relation is exactly the reverse. 
Furthermore, Weiss is mistaken in calling Maimonides’ Seder Sephardic 
it is Egypto-Palestinian. 
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of Responsa of his addressed to the congregation of Barce¬ 
lona, 56-7. Ibn Gajat, t/'t?, 1 ,10, and Babbi Abraham of 
Lunel, Manhig , 26 a, quote these passages, but it is doubtful 
whether they knew them from the Responsa as such, or 
from the Seder \ The sentence DfToa — "pi, 37 b, did not 
occur in the Seder used by the author of the Manhig (43 a); 
it is obviously a gloss calling attention to a Responsum of 
Rab Amram’s, which gives support to this peculiar custom 
by means of the authority of the Yeshibot and the Geonim 2 
—authentication which was all the more pertinent, as not 
only did the European Jews know nothing of the recital of 
rmbo on Purim , but also the Geonim themselves were far 
from unanimity upon the point, as appears from Tur, Orah 
ffayyim, 693. It would seem that the custom prevailed 
only in Sura; in Pumbedita no nirv^D were prayed on 
Purim . So far as Sura is concerned, the testimony of 
Rab Amram is reinforced by the fact that Rabbi Saadia 
himself composed nwf>D for Purim , published by Professor 
Schechter, Saadyana, 49-50. There is the possibility, of 
course, that these mrf^D may have been intended for IVJyn 
inDK. The sentence on p. 32 a, is taken 

from a Responsum by Rab Amram, quoted in full by the 
author of the 102 3 . 

Additions from the Seder of Rabbi Saadia occur in three 
places in the printed text of the Seder Rab Amram , 4 b 
(6is), and 52 a. But, as was observed above, the MSS. 
do not contain the first two insertions, and as for the 
third, we know that it did not appear in the copy used 
by Ibn Gajat, as can be inferred from his words at the end 
of I. It seems to have been taken from the nimx, 
26 c, which cites the opinion of Rabbi Saadia in opposition 
to Rab Amram’s. 

1 In to'ro, 54, it was doubtless taken from a Responsum, and not from 
the Seder. 

2 By a slip the author of Wyo, 157, writes pmom pen! For the 
meaning to be attached to pen in this sentence of Rab Amram’s, see above, 
p. 34, n. 1. On p. 29 of the Wye it has, properly, pen without pniDN. 

3 Comp, also Hazan, o'n ««, 45 a. 

L 2 
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If the superscription (14 b) kivqdib — nDS m is correct, 
then, naturally j we are dealing with an addition, as it is very 
improbable that Rabbi Zemah could have been quoted by 
Rab Am ram. But one cannot help being assailed by 

doubts as to the correctness of the superscription. It 
is not impossible that the abbreviation 7 V 7 n, standing 
for pnv 31 , was improperly interpreted as TOV '1, and 
then, to complete the verisimilitude, KIV 13 D 1 B fcPn was added 
after n 3 H?\ as Rabbi Zemah was Gaon at Pumbedita. 
Originally, it must have read 3 py* pw n 3 HF* 
without specifying the Academy. As was demonstrated 
at length above, only the heads of the Sura Academy bore 
tha titleJjraon. AtTirst, and even later, when the heads of 
the Pumbedita Academy were already called Geonim, a 
distinction was still made between the 3 py* pfcO riTK* Ptn, 
the head of Sura, and the Gaon of Pumbedita, who were 
only bw n 3 'B*n As early as Talmudic times 

(Rosh ha-Shanah , 23 b), nSa was synonymous with Pumbe¬ 
dita 1 2 . Later copyists, especially those in countries remote 


1 dtidh 'TDipb, 9 a, has the reading nos pm', plainly traceable to the 
abbreviation for which the copyists had two explanations, pm' S 
and nos 1 . That wvooid stt nn'srn is a later addition is confirmed by 

I, 33, where it does not appear. The names pm' and pm are often 
confounded. Comp., for instance, Mekilta, Jethro , I, and Sifre, Deut., 38. 
In both places pm is to be read instead of pm', as appears from Kiddushin, 
32 a. The name of the Gaon Zadok is misread for pm' in Dfn, 56, II, 
414, bn'ntr, 211, and in many 4 other places. Comp, also Zunz, Qesammelte 
Schriften , IV, 274. MS. 0 reads nn'XD'n pro nos m. 

2 What Maimonides (Commentary on Bekorot , IV, 4) has to say on the 
use of these two titles at his own time is particularly interesting. He 
informs us that while npj?' nn'tr was used in Palestine, the 
Babylonians bore the title nVu to nn'TD' xw"i. The reason for the differing 
practices is obvious. In Palestine they tried to perpetuate the original 
title of the Gaon, while in Babylonia the title of the head of Pumbedita 
was continued, as this Academy survived that of Sura by two generations. 
The Hebrew text of Maimonides is corrupt. It reads nrm yin instead of 
ban. The Arabic text published by LOwenstein, Berlin, 1897, p. 22, has the 
correct reading p>nyb», and the same is to be found in the MS. of the 
Arabic text of the Maimonides commentary in the Jewish Theological 
Seminary of America. 


Digitized by A^OOQle 



THE HALAKIC LITERATURE 


I49 


from Babylonia, did not distinguish the Geonim from each 
other by their exact titles. The mistake having been made 
of reading as no* '"I, the expression DpjP pm run?* 
was retained, while the words WiniiDlB K'n were added: 
they bear plainly the earmarks of an explanatory gloss. 

The same error of interpreting an abbreviation incor¬ 
rectly may have changed WttM 'n, 4 b, into pc>m '"l 1 . 

It is a vexed question, the identity of the Rabbi Nathan 
mentioned three times in the Seder , 35 b, and 37 a (bis). 
In the last two places he is called raw bwi, both in the 
printed text and in the MSS., which gives no encourage¬ 
ment to his identification with the uncle of Babbi Sherira, 
Rabbi Nathan ben Rabbi Judah. The latter was no wn 
nw, only an and if the copyists had desired to 

confer a more distinguished title upon him, they would 
have called him Gaon, the usual epithet bestowed later upon 
a very prominent scholar. But there was no Rabbi Nathan 
who was a mPB* in Babylonia, and we have the choice 
of again resorting to a falsely interpreted abbreviation, 
and putting jm for WHtM 2 , or identifying him with the 
contemporary of Rab Amram, the Rabbi Nathan of Kair- 
wan, who was a PD'B* in Kairwan 3 . The difficulty 
of identifying this Rabbi Nathan is increased by the fact 
that Abudraham, even in his first edition (Lisbon, 1489), 
twice has pm 'n in citing the Seder. In the first passage, 
p. 79, pm is probably a mistake for Amram, while in the 
second, p. no, corresponding to 37 a of our text of the Seder , 
the dictum ascribed in the latter to Rabbi Nathan, is quoted 
in the name of Rabbi Nahman. But pm would seem to go 

1 Comp., R. A J., LTV, 204, where this passage of the is quoted, 
but without the name of Rabbi Nahshon. There is no reason for doubting 
that it is taken from the Seder. 

* An interesting example of mistaking = wvraa 'n and = jro S 
for each other is afforded in Tur, Orah Hayyim , 190. It occurs in the 
first Soncino edition, and in aU following editions, while ed. Mantua, 
1475, has whtm 'n as is proper, and as is confirmed by D"n, 187; for 
indirect testimony by Rashi see above, p. 43, line 6 from below. 

3 Comp, above, pp. 31-2. 
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back to ppro, rather than to jro. The name of the Gaon p^ro 
is elsewhere found corrupted into pro 1 . Thus the reading 
|ro becomes very doubtful. Besides, the decision given on 
37 a in the name of Rabbi Nathan offers a difficulty in 
the subject-matter. It contradicts a usage prevailing in 
the Yeshibot , if we can put implicit confidence in the words 
of Rabbi Natronai, B*n, 187. The last point may be 
adduced in support of the assumption that the authority 
referred to is Rabbi Nathan of Kairwan, who recorded 
his opinion here at variance with that of the Babylonian 
Geonim. 

Apart from these additions, which can be attributed to 
definite authors, there probably are a number of anonymous 
passages in the Halakic part *of the Seder that did not 
belong to it originally, but were inserted in the course 
of time. For instance, it is not at all likely that the 
references to the Spanish ritual, 1 a and 2 a, were made by 
the hand of Rab Amram himself 2 . The expression 'UflD ID 
nuwni in the latter place is not a Gaon’s way of 

speaking. 


1 Comp. Rapoport’s Introduction to p* 3 , 9 b, and also 01*03, 47, where, 
likewise, p«?n: is to be read instead of pro. The first edition of Abu- 
draham reads Jn: instead of pro in rv:rn 'n, 135, in agreement with j?*-k:, 
35 b, while all the subsequent editions have pro \ Schorr, He-Haltuz, VII, 
I 44 _ 5 > insists that there was a Gaon by the name of pro, though none is 
mentioned by Rabbi Sherira in his Letter. By way of corroboration, he 
adduces the fact that Rabbi Sherira has no reference to the Gaon Rabbi 
Menahem, of whose existence there can be no doubt. Schorr evidently 
was carried away by his opposition to Rapoport. In point of fact, the 
Gaon Rabbi Menahem is mentioned by Sherira. rmaro is out of the ques¬ 
tion, the only Gaon by that name, the son of Kohen-Zedek, not having 
written any Responsa. In Abudraham, 139, the end of 3 ?*-id, 35 b, is 
also given in the name of jn: S, but this can scarcely be correct, as in 
01 * 03 , 125, and D”n 'm», 90 a, the same passage is ascribed to Rabbi 
Jehudai, whom Rab Amram followed here as in many other places. 1*0, 
211, has p: which seems to corroborate our assumption that R. Nathan 
was not a Gaon, ton is never used in connexion with a Gaon. 

2 Also lines 14-17, on p. 5 b, seem very suspicious to me. On the use of 

Germany, comp, the Responsum of Rabbi Paltoi in 01*03, 149, where 
are mentioned. 
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Relation of the Manuscripts to the Printed Text. 

The fact that an old work has been subjected to additions 
does not preclude the possibility of its having suffered 
abridgment as well. However, it lies in the nature of 
these Halakic expositions to give suitable opportunities 
for additions, especially extracts from Geonic Responsa. 
It may, therefore, be formulated as a rule, that o nly the 
jnaterial common to the printed text and the MSS. can 
with certainty be considered as originally part of Rab 
~Amram 7 s^work. AccordH&etween the MSS. and the old 
authors is not in itself conclusive as to the genuineness of 
the passages found in them. At most, it proves that such 
additions, if additions they be, were made in a remote 
time. And in point of fact there are but few additions 
in the Sulzberger and the Oxford MSS. that cannot be 
followed up in one or another old author. Some of these 
parallel sources to the MSS. of the Seder Rab Amram 
follow:— 

The rimme of the TYOTSL WD in S and O, i, is met again 
literally in Mahzor Vitry, 3-5, and an abstract of it, in 
'D, ed. Schiff, II, 335. Besides, the conclusion }ND1 
*p 3 tn is cited in the Manhig , 7 b, from the Seder. Never¬ 
theless, it does not seem at all probable that Rab Amram 
would give a summing-up of the mail HKD sent by his 
predecessor to the Spanish congregations not very long 
before his own Responsum. 

The regulations regarding the benedictions over the 
^TeJUlin, the Mahzor Vitry had in the copy of the Seder 
used for it, in agreement with O, 2, as appears from the 
remark of the author on p. 642, while the Manhig , 7 b, is 
in accord with our text *. 

Mahzor Vitry , 5-6, has the section rppinc^ — in 

MSS. S and O, and also found only in MS. S. 

1 Rab Amram’s view regarding the Tefillin Benediction has been trans¬ 
mitted variously in different Poskim. Hence the actual view of Rab 
Amram cannot be determined any more. 
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MS. O, 5, is like Mahzor Vitry , 14—both contain the 
addition — ^enam. 

Mahzor Vitry (28-32) also has the long piece on n'obn 
•TnyD, which is found in MSS. S and O (p. 7), and a part of 
it is described by Rabbi Me'ir of Rothenburg, in nni&n nyt?, 
ed. Bloch, 299, as having been taken from the Seder . On 
the other hand, from the Manhig , 37 a, we should infer 
justly that it was known to its author as an independent 
Responsum, not as a part of the Seder , into which it may 
have been incorporated later. 

The reading of the Mahzor Vitry , instead of is 
interesting. The latter is as the MSS. of the Seder and 
Pardee (38 c) have it. n'K, I, 32 b, has it from the Seder . 

Mahzor Vitry (78) has the addition offered by MSS. S 
and O, 19, line 14, and also on 214, that on 36, line 36. 

The explicit treatment of the Torah lessons in MSS. S 
and O, 19-23, probably originates in the nUIVp rVD^fl, but, 
as appears from Mahzor Vitry , 221, it was in the Seder , as 
the Mahzor cites it without reference to the source, the way 
of the author with quotations from the Seder , but not with 
those from other Geonic sources. 

Another agreement between the Mahzor and MS. S is in 
the passage before the Shofar blowing ( Mahz ., 355; MS. 
S, 28). 

The next passage, on the Ten Penitential Days, occurs 
alike in MSS. S and O and in Mahzor Vitry , but not in 
D"n 'rm, I, 96 c. 

The long excerpts from WDyfi W 1 in Mahzor Vitry , 
202, 280, 355, 375, which are not found in MSS. S and O, 
indicate that the Seder used by the Mahzor could not have 
been identical with the model upon which the MSS. are 
based. This, however, can be asserted, that MSS. S and 

1 Epstein, Schemaja (reprinted from Monatsschrtft, XLI), 18, note i, is of 
the opinion that nm inno should be read instead of MDiorn tid', and his 
view seems to be supported by the Sulzberger MS. of the original 1*0, in 
which the sections on Rosh harShanah and Yom ha-Kippur begin with the 
passage in the printed 1*0, introduced by the words 'Diorrr td\ 
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O are more closely related to the Mahzor Vitry than to 
the printed text of the Seder . The latter obviously goes 
back to another group of MSS. On the other hand, the 
student must guard against the error of accepting, without 
further investigation, the identity of the MSS. and the 
printed text as a proof of the genuineness of the passages 
in question \ Changes must have taken place in the form 
of the Seder at so early a date that all the versions that 
have reached us must have been affected by them. For 
example, though the long Responsum by Rabbi Natronai on 
the Sabbath Evening Prayer (25 a) is literally the same in 
the three versions, yet we are plainly shown by the Manhig , 
23-4» and 50, that it is an abridgment. In fact, 

hitherto it has not been observed that a portion of the end 
of this Responsum is to be found, by way of supplement, on 
43 a. The observation on the formula in D*nnn was originally 
a part of the Responsum given on p. 25 a. This we 
learn from the Manhig , and there can be no doubt that the 
author had the correct version. The copyist who omitted 
it by mistake—and he must have lived in very early times, 
as is shown by Albargeloni, D'nyn' d, 173— atoned for his 
slip by putting it in under IWDtP an TID. How inappropriate 
a place he gave it is shown by the fact that it was over¬ 
looked there by all the scholars of our day. Professor 
Schechter published a Genizah fragment in the J. Q. R., 
X, 656, in which the formula of D*nnn has a wording 
different from the one we are accustomed to, as follows: 
O'iwr roui . . . omen. This benediction runs in 

pretty much the same way in another Genizah frag¬ 
ment published by Professor L£vi, R. £. J LHI, 235 : 
tsbwn' nnai jw dtoo bane* . ♦. o-nsn. This supposedly new 
benediction is identical verbatim with that in a Responsum 
by Rabbi Natronai, quoted in the Seder , 43 a, and in the 

1 Priority is not always in favour of the versions of the Seder used 
by the Poskim. For instance, there can be no doubt that what the brT:r&, 
184, cites from the Seder is Italian Minhag , and equally i'w, 128, is not 
quoting an original piece of the 
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Manhig , 23. The Genizah fragments are doubtless of 
Palestinian origin, for not only, as Professor Ldvi remarks, 
was this formula in the Yerushalmi used by Rabbi Isaiah 
di Trani the Elder, Berakot , IV, 8 c, but the reading is also 
found in the Vatican MS. of the Yerushalmi . It should be 
noted, in addition, that the first verse of the OeuMah in the 
fragment published by Professor L^vi should read: ub npy 
Dt? iniPjD pnD, to which the verse . . . nt?y in n^ntt 
by Jose ben Jose forms an almost verbal parallel—further 
proof for the Palestinian origin of this Payyetan. 

Spurious Works attributed to the Geonim Nahshon 
and his Son Hai. 

Many a work is ascribed to Rab bi Nahshon , the successor 
of Rab Amram in the Gaonate^oFSura, but his authorship 
can be maintained with certainty only regarding one of 
them, the * Iggul , a treatise on the Jewish calendar system, 
which Rabbi Eliezer ben Jacob Belin, a German author 
of the fifteenth century, incorporated in his book nunay, 
Basle, 1527. That the others have been ascribed to him 
rests upon a misunderstanding. Though Zunz in his work 
Zur Ge8chichte und Literature 221, properly said that the 
Rabbi Nahshon who was the author of the Halakic com¬ 
pendium noito, a compatriot as well as the namesake of 
the Gaon, was separated from him by an interval of five 
centuries, scholars like Muller, in his Mafteah , 131, and 
Weiss, in his Dor , IV, 123, continue to speak of the work 
nt 3 %n ascribed to Rabbi Nahshon. In view of the fact 
that it is extremely rare, and that its form is very bizarre, 
I shall undertake to give a description of it, according to 
the copy once owned by Halberstam, now in the Sulzberger 
Collection of the library of the Jewish Theological Seminary 
of America. 

The work consists of sixty pages—last one blank—small 
quarto, and it was printed in the year 1565 (=dvudd) at 
Constantinople, according to a MS. in the library of Don 
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Joseph Nasi, accompanied by a double commentary from 
the hand of Eabbi Isaac Onkeneira. The title of the book, 
abbreviated, runs thus: twin P|DV jn . ♦ . T3 nvdj npitn 
Tin nanoa nyap pan ppm Tfmo i>nan n-in nan N^r» 
. ♦ . NWpaiy pw. ♦ ♦ oann ton *6n . . * pnvn . . . rfm w 
% a rw nata cnn pan w ova NrtMKBBnp . * . dwb £ rwjn 
icnp onBo sppwi. 

In the introduction the author names the 22nd Adar 
of the year 5560 a. m., or 1300 c. e., as the date on 
which he began his work, and mentions the fact that 
he was the head of an Academy, *pN 'naHDa nyat? '"NO, 
frequented by 400 pupils, for the use of whom he had 
written his little work*. Onkeneira tells us, in the intro¬ 
duction to his commentary, that Don Joseph received the 
MS. of the book from a distinguished old man, onvna 
Drv^y 'n mran djtwn pito, which probably means when 
Don Nasi still was in Portugal. At the request of Don 
Joseph, Onkeneira wrote his two commentaries on the 
book, the ratio of commentaries to book being ten to 
one. The last page contains the praise, in prose and 
verse, of the author, the commentator, and the publisher, 
Don Joseph, composed by Rabbi Joseph ben Samuel ha- 
Levi. Not until we reach this last page do we discover 
that the author bore the title Gaon, but Rabbi Joseph 
had no intention of identifying him with Rabbi Nahshon, 
the Gaon of Sura. Rabbi Joseph’s own father is denominated 
Gaon. So far as I can recall, Rapoport, in his biography 
of Rabbi Nathan, note 30, was the first to be misled by the 
title of the booklet and to identify the author with the 
Gaon Rabbi Nahshon. It need not be said that if Rapoport 
had seen the book itself, he would never have entertained 
the idea of attributing it to the Gaon. Not only does the 
author, as was mentioned above, name the year 1300 as the 
date, but the book is based essentially upon Maimonides. 
What Onkeneira says, that Rabbi Nahshon’s title 

1 What city is meant by -p* is hard to say, probably Bagdad. 
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was oomposed of the two words no un, “See Moses 
[Maimonides],” is probably nothing more than an ingenious 
conceit, but he is right in assuming the author’s dependence 
upon Maimonides. In point of fact, the book is scarcely 
more than a brief abstract of the ftunoi HEW of 

Maimonides. The following illustrations show how closely 
Rabbi Nahshon followed the views expressed in the Tad :— 

The first sentence, rrinn na* nrvtea, can be explained 
only from Maimonides, Shehitah , I, 2. The other codes *, 
which follow the Talmud in their wording, speak of nmn, 
which is ignored by Maimonides and our author, who 
follows him. 

The view, p. 14, that the slaughtering knife must be 
examined after it has been used, is derived from Maimonides, 
Shehitah , 1 ,24. It is a view not shared by other authorities. 

The difference (pp. 31-3) between nom pBD and any other 
n&'ntt pBD is inexplicable without the help of Maimonides, 
Shehitah , V, 3, who uses the case to exemplify his funda¬ 
mental view on the subject of the Sinaitic Halakah. 

The Halakic value of the little book is slight, as we have 
seen, but the form in which it is couched deserves some 
consideration. Thejmthor attemp ts to condense in thirty- 
eight brief and tersely expressed paragraphs the important 
regulations regarding HEW and nantt. From the point of 
view of this object, it is not a despicable achievement. 
An interesting point is the author’s desire to imitate the 
language and manner of the Mishnah , wherein he succeeded 
admirably. This is all the more noteworthy as the style 
he uses in the introduction may be called JLaliric ,; in 
strange contrast with the clear and pointed style of the 
book proper. But not even there could he wholly restrain 
himself from indulging his taste for the bizarre. To the 
end of each paragraph he adds a j£D, which in most cases 
is a conundrum, and one cannot but admire the ingenuity 
of Onkeneira, who succeeded in guessing all the riddles. 

1 Comp, the commentators on this passage of Maimonides. 
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The explanations by Onkeneira which accompany the 
little book are of statements of facts and linguistic points. 
These are treated of in his commentary entitled royD rODV. 
In his other commentary, called Til nprn, in allusion to 
Maimonides, npTnn T, he deals with the relation existing 
between Rabbi Nahshon’s statements and those of Mai- 
monides’ Code. He does not attempt to enter into the 
views of other authorities. In a single passage (p. 23) he 
mentions Rabbi Joseph Caro, citing his Bet Yosef with 
these words: nap *|DV irfm nbvn TDnn pmion nnn 

D'DtPn nycn D\nta T 3 *|DV Tn nESDD. Furthermore, he men¬ 
tions his grandfather, Rabbi Judah Onkeneira, three times. 
On p. 12 he tells the following about him: rv*my n$?yo 
DM'r nm Dnvro mowpoa ^pr oten Dann TDnn 
to 1 jew 'j itw vfn 10 TDnn nnn nyiB* w>y»& 
into khthd ■odi . ♦. kw nn wn rrm im v'x dwi 
Ynra sin rfyy dp m . ♦ . . ^vr ^pr D^trn osnn rum . . . ipdd 
D*n nsi visi mini w*n t>y ipboi \mv 'j mw. 
The name of his grandfather is not attached to this passage, 
but on p. 52 it is mentioned plainly, with the words TiyD&n 
vTniD D^?n DSnn ^3pr TDnn 'DD, in accordance with which 
rmv we should read on p. 24. His uncle, Rabbi Moses 
Onkeneira, is referred to on p. 42, in the words 'DD TyDBl 
TDnn *dd b2\>& i"u rrwpw nt?D I'nn ^ otan osnn TDnn 
n'y *apr vsn. 

On p. 32 a saying from the Yerushalmi is quoted which 
is not found in our text. The Yerushalmi very probably 
refers to some Kabbalistic work 2 . 

The quotation occurring in a Yemen MS., published by 
L. Griinhut, in R . 2 ?. J. y XXXIX, 311-12, is probably taken 
from a mystical work attributed to Rabbi Nahshon 3 . 

1 Rabbi Judah ben Isaac, Rabbi of Magnesia about 1500, author of 
a commentary on Ruth. 

* rroBiro km mb mn jno ’otarra p*ra*n:) warn »*n ; 

the language is that of the Zohar ; so far as I know, however, the dictum 
does not occur in the Zohar. 

* The extract published by Grunhut was known before ; comp. R. £. J '., 
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The Karaite Kirkisani, as we are informed by Dr. 
Harkavy 1 , who published portions of his works still in 
MS., speaks of “ Hai, the head of the Academy, and his 
father, who translated the law-book of Anan from the 
Aramaic into Hebrew, and with the exception of two 
points, they found nothing that could not be traced back 
to the Rabbinic writings ” As Kirkisani could not have 
been thinking of Rabbi Hai ben Sherira, because he wrote 
before the great Hai was born, he may have meant Rabbi 
Hai ben Nahshon, who studied the works of Anan with 
his father Nahshon. It is possible that the calendar in¬ 
vestigations undertaken by Rabbi Nahshon in connexion 
with his 'Iggul led him to take up Karaitic literature, and 
he naturally sought first of all to familiarise himself with 
the works of the founder of the Karaite sect. If we bear 
in mind that the Gaon of Sura, Natronai, barely one 
generation before Rabbi Nahshon, had to be told by a 
Spanish Jew of the existence of Anan’s book of law 2 , 
it does not seem at all probable that an early successor 
of his would make it the subject of close study. And, 
in point of fact, Kirkisani’s report bears the marks of 
falsification. Consider the monstrous exaggeration, that 
the Gaon Hai had found only two matters in the whole 
of Anan’s book of law that could not be shown to be 
derived from Rabbinic sources, the truth being that there 
are barely two lines in his book that are in agreement 
with the Rabbinical authorities. It is equally out of 
the question that a Gaon should have busied himself 
with the translation of a Karaite book, and from Aramaic 
into Hebrew at that. The Babylonian Jews mastered 

XL, 128. Rabbi Nahshon is not the only Gaon whom the Kabbalists claim 
as one of their own. Even Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni could not escape 
them, in spite of his philosophic views; comp. Steinschneider, Ardbische 
Literatur y no, note 6. 

1 In his additions to the Hebrew translation of Graetz’s Geschichte , III, 
493-511. 

2 Seder Rab Amram , 38 a. 
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both languages, we may be sure, and it is not to be 
supposed for a moment that Rabbi Hai was desirous of 
making propaganda for Karaism among foreign Jews 
ignorant of Aramaic. 

Works attributed to the Geonim Zemah, Hai ben 
David, and Hilai. 

The contemporary of Rabbi Nahshon, Rabbi Zemah ben 
Paltoi, Gaon of Pumbedita, was the first of the scholars 
of Pumbedita to write a book, and this first Pumbeditan 
book was at the same time the first of the long line of 
Talmudic lexicons. The work£jV^is known to have 
existed as late as the sixteenth century, in the possession 
of Rabbi Abraham Zacuto, the author of the Yohasin , who 
quotes from it here and there. It is, of course, astonishing 
that Zacuto should be the only one known to have made 
use of the work, still more astonishing that he was the 
only one to make mention of it. Kohut’s opinion that 
Rabbi Nathan ben Jehiel resorted to the work of this 
predecessor of his is not based upon sufficient grounds 1 . 
In view of all this, I cannot refrain from expressing doubt 
as to the reliability of Zacuto’s report. He may have come 
into possession of a Talmudic lexicon by some Zemah, 
otherwise not known, whom he or perhaps the copyists 
of the book, without taking the trouble to investigate the 
matter, identified with his namesake, the Gaon of Pumbe¬ 
dita. The restricted number of quotations from the lexicon 
hardly permits speculation as to the merits of the book. 
Zacuto tells us expressly that the arrangement followed 
the alphabet. An interesting feature is that it contained 
the names of persons and places in the Talmud 2 . 

1 Comp. G. S., p. 094. 

7 In the Introduction to his ' Aruk , 17-19, Kohut has put together &U 
the quotations from Rabbi Zemah’s lexicon, following the example set 
by Rapoport and Geiger. Rabbi Zemah’s explanation of the oath pron 
mrr, declared unintelligible by Zacuto, and by Rapoport and Kohut after 
him, is quite correct. Rabbi Zemah observes that nsfrn p mat '1 makes 
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It must be mentioned that Rabbenu Hai is perhaps 
alluding to a lexicographical work by Rabbi Zemah ben 
Paltoi, when, in giving the explanation of a Talmudic 
word, in Harkavy, 200, he uses the expression IpnD minai 
,. ♦ 1 n»v m 10 IpTW —“ and in the investigation Rabbi 

Zemah pursued, in which he made the supposition.” If 
he had been having a Responsum by Rabbi Zemah in 
mind, the expression used by Rabbi Hai would be very 
peculiar. That he did not mean Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim, 
or Rabbi Zemah ben Eafna, is shown by a previous 
sentence, in which he gives the full name, Rabbi Zemah 
ben Paltoi 1 . On the other hand, the grandson of Rabbi 
Zemah, Rabbi Hezekiah ben Samuel, mentions nothing of 
a dictionary by his grandfather, in his letter published in 
the J. Q. R., XVHI, 401. As he was not a little proud of 
the numerous writings by his ancestors, it is not very 
likely that he would have forgotten the lexicon, if there 
had been one. A final possibility is that this lexicon of 
Rabbi Zemah is nothing but the explanation of Talmudic 
passages for which he was asked, and these are included 
in what his grandson says: “And also in the days of 
his [Rabbi Paltoi’s] son, Zemah, the head of the Academy, 
my father’s father, they [the Spanish scholars] sent to him 
asking him for explanations of the difficult passages in the 
whole Talmud, so many that several donkeys could not 
carry the load.” These words would seem to point to a 
comprehensive work by Rabbi Zemah rather than his 
activity as a Responsa writer. 

The superscription reproduced in 0 . S., p. 28, from a 
Genizah fragment containing a collection of Responsa, 
“These Responsa were arranged [fpn] by Rabbi Zemah, 


use of the oath, because he lived during the time the Temple was 
standing, and being accustomed to swear “by this Temple/* he did 
not change the formula even after its destruction. 

1 Attention should be called to the fact that neither E. Sherira nor his 
son R. Hai refers to R. Zemah as his ancestor, though the former's 
grandmother was a daughter of R. ?emah, comp, above, p. 10. 
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the head of the Academy, 0 might be interpreted to mean 
that Eabbi Zemah ben Paltoi(?) had made a collection 
of Responsa. This inference would receive support from 
the fact, that, as is shown in the 0 . 8 ., pp. 30 et seq., 
several of the Responsa attributed to Rabbi Zemah belong 
to his predecessors without a doubt. Thus he might be 
looked upon as a collector of Responsa issued by earlier 
Geonim. However, it is highly improbable that a Gaon 
should have engaged in the task of collecting Responsa 1 , 
especially in consideration of the fact that the Responsa 
Collections that have reached us were, in all likelihood, 
made toward the end of the Gaonate, and then outside 
of Babylonia. Accordingly, }pn should be translated by 
“composed,” rather than “ arranged 2 .” 

Among the doubtful Geonic works is the one on the 
Rabbanite calendar, ascribed by the Karaites (nvnoip 'mp^, 
II, 148-51) to “Hai, the head of the Academy.” If this 
statement is not to be dismissed as a pure invention, at 
least so much may be asserted, that the author would have 
to be identified with Rabbi Hai, Gaon of Sura, whose 
father, Rabbi Nahshon, as was mentioned a little while 
ago, also wrote upon the calendar, rather than with Hai 

1 Frank el, Entumrf einer Geschichte .. . der Responsen , 71-2, misunderstood 
the expressions mrtrvm or rroTOn used by the old authors. It does not 
mean “ Responsa Collections,” but simply Responsa, the plural being 
employed because the correspondents in almost all cases addressed a 
number of questions to the Gaon. 

2 Comp. Zunz, Gesammelte Schriften, III, 51, on the use of Jpn, “to 

compile”; also Harkavy, 84: nos no “these [replies to] 

questions addressed to Rabbi Zemah.” Luzzatto, Bet ha-Ozar , I, 83, 
maintains that Rabbi Zemah was the compiler of a coUection of Geonic 
Responsa. He bases his view on Mordecai, Baba Baira , 471, where the 

nos am itust mawn are spoken of. But there can be no doubt that 
the text of Mordecai is corrupt, and must be read as emended by Isserles, 
ad loc. The old name for Geonic Responsa was rvfow naiirn (D*rr, 45), 
which later was cut down to mbro (town, III, 49), or chiefly maiwn. 
The post-Geonic authors speak more frequently of maitcm rvitoro than of 
mVw mamn, but there are well-known Responsa Collections by later 
authors that have appeared in print under the latter title, for instance, 
the pn: p rroo U'anS mbwB rvavrcn. 

I M 
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ben David, the successor to Rabbi Zemah ben Paltoi in 
the Gaonate of Pumbedita, as Harkavy does in his Additions 
to the Hebrew translation of Graetz, Oeschichte , III, 506. 

Muller, in his Mafteah , 152, calls the Sura Gaon, Hilai 
ben Natronai, the probable author of mp^DD lYD^n. But 
this rests upon a misunderstanding. The words of Rabbi 
Hilai, in a'n, 47, nocn pon ptyb wvbp tto, do not refer 
to a Halakic compendium but to his Responsum, B'n, 162, 
which he probably sent to the same addressee. 

The Importance of Rabbi Saadia in Halakic 
Literature. 

As in many other fields, so in the Halakah, Rabbi S aacjiflu 
was the mpat important aut hor of the Geonic time. N ot 
only did he enrich the various departments of Halakic 
literature with numerous contributions, but also what he 
wrote was so original that in many respects it served as 
a model for the succeeding Geonim and later scholars. 

His Halakic writings may be divided into four groups: 
(1 ^Introduction to the Talmud and the Halakah ;< (2) Tal¬ 
mudic explanations; (3)yCodification of the RabbinicTaws; 
and (4) liturgy. Unfortunately, most of his Halakic works 
are lost to us, and the greater part of what we possess of 
them still awaits publication. 

In the first group belongs the nno jf* Wlbj published by 
Professor Schechter in the Bet Talmud , IV7235-44, after an 
Oxford MS., and reprinted by Muller in (Euvres complets de 
Rabbi 8 aadia t IX. Originally it was written in Arabic, and 
it contains the fundamental hermeneutic principles applied 
to the Halakah by the Rabbis, its form being a commentary 
upon the “Thirteen Rules of Rabbi IshIIlael. ,, Each of 
the thirteen rules is illustrated by numerous examples, 
and at the same time all the variations falling under the 
rule are elucidated. For instance, the application of the 
first hermeneutic rule, the bp, is exemplified by means 
of four Scriptural injunctions. The law, says Saadia, tells 
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a man that in case he marries a second wife, he has three 
duties of a husband (Exod. xxi. 10) to fulfil toward his 
first wife. But the law contains nothing about the duties 
of a husband who has but one wife. These duties we 
derive by applying the 5 >P, and we infer that if the 
law puts certain duties upon a husband of two wives, 
although the fulfilment of them is twice as difficult as 
when he has only one wife, how much more is he obligated 
to fulfil them when he has but one wife. 

In this clear and intelligible manner, he continues to 
treat of all the hermeneutic rules in succession. The 
superiority of this work appears plainly on comparing it 
with the “ Baraita of tha Thirteen Rules,” at the beginning 
of the Sifra. Neither in copiousness of examples, nor in 
Tucidity of presentation, can the latter come up to Saadia’s 
work even remotely. The relation of this Baraita to Rabbi 
Saadias treatise, it should be said,has not yet been cleared 
up *. The Baraita , we know, contains many old elements, 
but it is not certain that, in the passages in which Rabbi 
Saadias work and the Baraita are in agreement, it is always 
the latter that is to be considered the primary source. 

An Introduction to the Talmud by Rabbi Saadia was 
consulted by so late an authority as Rabbi Bezaleel Ashke¬ 
nazi (ab. 1609), and Azulai, in his }T1K "W, 36 b and 68 c, 
has published bits of it, after Rabbi Bezaleel’s manuscript 
works. As Rabbi Bezaleel says expressly that it was 
originally written in Arabic, there is no room left for 
doubt as to the correctness of the supposition made by 
Professor Schechter, in his Saadyana, 128, that the 3 NHD 
mentioned in a Genizah fragment is precisely this 
Introduction to the Talmud by Rabbi Saadia 2 . 

1 Comp, on this point Miiller, in (Euvres complete de R. Saadia, IX, 
Introduction, 23-33, and Hoffmann, in Berliner-Jubelschrift , Hebrew 
division, 55 et seq. 

* Rabbi Saadia’s 'Vnrr 'd contains matter of a nature introductory to 
the Talmud, as he himself mentions expressly; see Harkavy, Saadia, 
152, 160. The former passage is particularly interesting. Rabbi Saadia, 

M % 
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Rabbi Pethahiah, of Ratisbon, who travelled through 
Babylonia near the end of the twelfth century, reports 
that the Jews there used commentar ies on th e Bible and 
the D mD ng y byRabbi Saadia, WhethetD'"^ stands for 
the Mishnah, or, according to later usage, foFthe Talmud, 
cannot be determined with certainty. It is also open to 
doubt whether the 'tma of Rabbi Saadia on certain Talmud 
passages which are mentioned in Geonic literature 1 are 
commentaries on the Talmud or part of the Talmud, or 
whether they are isolated explanations of definite passages 
in the Talmud, which Rabbi Saadia, like many of the 
Geonim, gave in his Responsa in reply to inquiries. From 
the list of works published by Professor Schechter in 
Saadyana> 79, it is plain that Rabbi Saadia compiled a 
“Vocabulary of the Mishnah.” There is, accordingly, no 
reason for denying him the authorship of the Commentary 
on niP’lP, published at Jerusalem, 1907, by Wertheimer, 
from a Genizah fragment, under the title 3*1 c^rva *iao 
pfcO myD. The epithet BITS is somewhat inaccurate, because 
the book contains no explanations in the usual sense, but 
only very brief lexical notes. The sixty-three folios of 
the treatise Berakot are disposed of in two small leaves. 
However, it is not impossible that the mainly tnis before 
us is only an extract from a much more detailed commen¬ 
tary by Rabbi Saadia, in which the philological notices 
alone are given, to the exclusion of all other sorts of 
matter. This hypothesis gains in probability from the fact 

with fine satire, takes the Talmudists of his time severely to task : “ The 
reason for compiling this [chronology of the Talmud] is that I have 
met persons who call themselves Rabbis [Rabbanites ?], who have no 
understanding of it, and who do not walk in the way of our old teachers, 
whose names, however, are always upon their lips, and with whose food 
they nourish themselves/ 1 These words show not only that Rabbi Saadia 
was creating a new thing in this field, but also that he did it in 
opposition to the Zeitgeist so-called. 

1 If 'tt'nD may be taken literally, then Rabbi Saadia must have written 
commentaries at least upon Pesahim , Sotah , Baba Mezia\ and Baba Batra ; 
comp. Saadyana , 59-61, and Albargeloni, mrown 'd, 53. 
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that the first Mishnah 1 of the treatise is summed up in 
such wise that it may serve as an introduction to the 
discussions following in the Gemara. It cannot be assumed 
that Rabbi Saadia treated only the first Mishvah in this 
thoroughgoing manner, and not also the rest of the treatise. 
This odd contrast between the first Mishnah and the others 
would be fully explained by the supposition that we have 
only an extract before us. The epitomiser contented himself 
with reproducing verbatim the first paragraph of the book 
of which he was preparing an abstract; thereafter he 
took the shortest way possible. 

Rabbi Saadia’s literary activity was most fruitful in the 
department o f godific ationT> Unfortunately, only scant 
remains have been preserved, but at least the titles of his 
works are cited by a number of old authors and in old 
lists of books. This enables us to assert definitely that at 
least the following ten parts of the Jewish law were codified 
by Rabbi Saadia 1 2 3 : rwn; mjnap; nnBP; jnpfi; nmo; nw; 
rana nun»; nranm nsw; nmy ; mnm nwm Of these ten 
books, but one has been preserved, the first-named, “the 
book of the law of inheritance/’ which was published in 
the ninth volume of Saadia s collected works. Fragments 
^ have come down to us of two or three codes besides. 

The student need not be cautioned against judging 
Rabbi Saadia’s achievements as a codifier by the insig¬ 
nificant remains enumerated, the more as it appears that 
the nypvyn **50 was his initial effort in the code depart¬ 
ments Despite its shortcomings, the book nevertheless 

1 Also the three passages 11b, 15 a, and 18 b, are more than mere 
verbal explanations. 

2 Comp. Steinschneider, Arabische Literatur y 48-50, and Dr. Poznariski’s 
il Schechter’s Saadyana,” and also his remarks in the OrienlaMsche Litteratur- 
Zeitung, VII, 306-7; to which is to be added Rabbi Saadia’s treatise on 
rvr», published later in J . Q. R., XIX, 119. Numerous citations from the 
rvnBtcn 'd are to be found in Albargeloni’s work of the same name. 

3 This view, expressed by Muller in the Introduction to his edition 
of this book, gains in probability from what is said, p. 166, below, on 
the relation of the book to Rabbi Saadia’s other book, the pipon' d. 
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gave scope for the display of Rabbi Saadia’s originality. 
Not only is it t he first Rabbin ic bo ok in Arabic , but also 
in plan and execution it reveals the influence of Greek- 
Arabic discipline \ Instead of ranging the decisions of 
the Muthnah and the Talmud next to each other, Saadia 
has presented the Biblical-Rabbinic laws of inheritance 
in an order quite independent of their sources. This book 
of his thus became in some respects the model of the 
Geonim Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni and Rabbenu Hai for 
their codifications, and it would not be going too far to 
assert that Saadia exercised some influence on Maimonides’ 
code. It is interesting to note that the fragments of the 
inpQil "ibd, published by Professor Schechter in Saadyana , 
37, 40-41, show that in this code Rabbi Saadia pursued 
an entirely different system from that employed in the 
nwh'n "isD. It is not impossible that Rabbi Saadia’s 
method of not mentioning the Talmudic sources from which 
he drew gave offence, as similar action by Maimonides 
in his Yad aroused opposition. Saadia may have been 
led thereby to change his method. 

In the domain of liturgy, we cannot here give attention 
to the numerous prayers which Rabbi Saadia composed. 
We are interested in the prayer-book which he compiled 
at the request of the Egyptian congregations. Unfortu¬ 
nately, it still awaits publication, and we are, therefore, 
not yet in a position to pass final judgment upon it. So 
much is certain, however, that Rabbi Saadia did not, like 
his predecessor in the Gaonate of Sura, Rab Amram, 
execute his task according to the Babylonian ritual, but 
according to the ritual of his native country Egypt. 
Of course, it cannot be denied that his Seder was not 
without effect on the Babylonian liturgy. Rabbenu Hai 
(Harkavy, 97) states explicitly that certain changes in the 
liturgy of his country were due to the influence exercised 
by Rabbi Saadia’s Seder . Although the Egyptian liturgy 

1 Comp. Sfceinschneider, Arabische Literatur , 48, end, and Orient. LitL- 
Zeitung , VII, ao6-8. 
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is not free from Babylonian influences, yet, on the whole, 
it is an offshoot of the Palestinian ritualistic system. 
Whether the kinship that exists between the Seder of 
Rabbi Saadia and the Order of Prayers by Maimonides, 
which I have pointed out elsewhere 1 , is attributable to 
the sole circumstance that both authorities were concerned 
with the needs of the Egyptian Jews, is more than 
questionable. It is very probable that Maimonides was 
intimately acquainted with the Seder of Rabbi Saadia, and 
permitted himself to follow it in many respects. 

Rabbi Saadia’s place in the development of Halakic 
literature can be summed up in this way: The many- 
sided scholar endeavoured to free Halakic literature from 
its exclusiveness. His Introductions and his methodo¬ 
logical works tended towards a historic-critical understand¬ 
ing of the Talmud, while as a codifier his aim was to 
arrange the Rabbinic law in a unified logical system. 

The Three Great Successors of Rabbi Saadia. 

The last three Geonim, Rabbi Sherira, Rabbi Samuel 
ben JHofni r and the son of the former, Rabbi Hai, all stand 

1 Z. H.B. , IX, 104-7. After an examination of the MS., which I gave 
it later, even though it was cursory, I do not entertain the slightest 
doubt that Rabbi Saadia’8 *no embodies the Egyptian ritual. The Genizah 
fragments comprise only a few insignificant tattered pieces of the 
and very large pieces of Rabbi Saadia’s Seder , further evidence of the 
assumption that it was destined for and went to Egypt. To the liturgical 
decisions by Rabbi Saadia given by Muller, in (Euvres complete de R. Saadia , 
IX, 150 et seq., most of which are probably derived from the Seder, 
a quotation is to be added occurring in Ibn Gabai, apy nyVin, the section 
on noypo r6cn. Ibn Gabai, it must be confessed, does not seem to have 
taken it direct from Rabbi Saadia. The anonymous commentator of the 
German Prayer Book, printed at Trino, in 1525, was acquainted with 
Rabbi Saadia’s Seder. He quotes it in his commentary on the Haggadah 
on the verse 'may*. The passage quoted by him is not found in the 
Oxford MS. of the Seder , but it occurs in the Haggadah according to 
the Yemen ritual, in the 293, in a MS. of the Haggadah according 
to the German ritual, of the year 1329, in the possession of the Jewish 
Theological Seminary, and was known to the author of the Snan 'o, comp. 
HekUta , 52, ed. Hoffmann. 
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under the influence of Rabbi Saadia, manifesting itself 
peculiarly in the case of each. While Rabbi Samuel 
followed the example of Rabbi Saadia in the field of philo¬ 
sophy and Bible exegesis, as well as in his other interests, 
Rabbi Sherira and his son Rabbi Hai remained true to 
the old traditions of the Geonim. Of philosophy the latter 
would none, and the study of the Bible was a subordinate 
pursuit. To their core they were Talmudists, and Talmudists 
only. But in their capacity and work as Talmudists they 
could deny the influence of Rabbi Saadia as little as Rabbi 
Samuel ben Hofni. 

A work entitled DnnD is ascribed to Rabbi Sherira, 
but the statement is rather doubtful. In his Introduction 
to his Menorat ha-Madr , Rabbi Isaac Aboab quotes a state¬ 
ment of Rabbi Sherira’s from D'nno \ What Aboab 
meant was probably that he had taken the words of the 
Gaon from the book D'nnD by Rabbenu Nissim. Like 
his Mafteah , this book by Rabbenu Nissim is also made 
up in large part of Geonic Responsa 2 , and of these Aboab 
made use in other places, too. 

It is equally doubtful whether the 'pltM by Rabbi Sherira, 
cited several times by Rabbi Isaac of Vienna in his book 
yn? niK 8 , is an independent work, somewhat of the cha¬ 
racter of a commentary on several treatises of the Talmud, 
or explanations of Talmudic passages in the form of 
Responsa. 

1 The correct reading is D'w, not vino. 

3 This is confirmed by the Responsum of Rabbi Hai, in the appendix 
to Rabbi Sherira’s Letter, ed. Mayence, 64-5, which likewise was in¬ 
corporated verbatim in Rabbenu Nissim’s cnno 'an. Comp, also Harkavy, 
in ruDDH, V, 53: Briill, Jahrbiicher , IX, 121; and 0 . S., p. 273. 

8 II, 168 a; Baiba Kama , 72 ; Baba Batra , 40. The Geonic sources used 
by R^bbi Isaac, the author of the Tin, which are of great importance for 
the valuation of Geonic literature, have not yet been exploited sufficiently. 
Wellesz, in Monatsschrift, XLYIII, 369-71, is neither exhaustive nor com¬ 
plete. For instance, the SheSltot quotations from I, 159 b, II, 50 and 163, 
are missing; also RabbiHanina Gaon, I, 209; Rabbi Nathan ben Hananiah, 
I, 176 b, and several others. VowHrll, 76, seems to indicate that Rabbi 
Sherira wrote a commentary on Baba Batra , comp, also Steinschneider, 
Arab. Lit., 98. 
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Rabbi Sh flidrako^ putation as one of the most prominent 
authors of the Geonic period rests upon a much surer basis 
than is afforded by these doubtful productions— upon his 
celebrated Letter to the_schola£§J)f~Kairwan. 

The Letter is a reply to a question addressed to Rabbi 
Sherira as to the origin of the Mishnah and the other 
Halakic collections by Tannaim, and as to the heads of 
the Academies during the time of the Saboraim and Geonim, 
together with a number of other points connected with 
these two cardinal matters. The lasting value of his epistle 
for us lies in the information Rabbi Sherira gives about 
the post-Talmudic scholars. On this period he is practically 
the^only^source_we have, and his report is all the more 
important as it is partly based upon documents in the 
archives of the Geonim. But we should be doing Rabbi 
Sherira injustice if we thought of him merely as a chrono- 
logist. The theories which he unfolds, in lapidary style, 
regarding the origin of the Mishnah , its relation to the 
Tosefta and the Baraitot , on the beginnings and develop¬ 
ment of the Talmud, and many other points important in 
the history of the Talmud and its problems, stamp Rabbi 
Sherira as one of the most distinguished historians, in 
fact, it is not an exaggeration to say, the most distinguished 
historian, of literature among the Jews, not only of an¬ 
tiquity, but also in the middle ages, and during a large 
part of modem times. But the fine historical percep¬ 
tions which he displays in literary criticism, and his 
searching investigation of the problems he encounters 
are almost unthinkable in the Geonic period without the 
preliminary work, or rather the personal influence, of 
Rabbi Saadia l . 

By far more direct and tangible was the influence of 
Rabbi Saadia upon the work of Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, 
who was a serious competitor of Rabbi Saadia in point 
of versatility and productiveness. He cannot, however, 

1 Comp, the observation by Rabbi Saadia given above, p. 163, n. 2. 
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vie with Rabbi Saadia in originality. The Halakic works 
of Rabbi Samuel, some of them, perhaps, nothing but 
works of Rabbi Saadia recast 1 , were written in Arabic 
like those of his predecessor, and they share the fate of 
the latter, too, in that they are completely lost save a few 
fragments. 

The Genizah fragments have made us acquainted with 
a large number of titles of books, as many as forty, all 
to be added to the Halakic writings of Rabbi Samuel 2 . 
It is fair to assume that these are not independent works 3 , 
but rather parts of a great code. “Commands,” 

by Rabbi Samuel, may have been the general title, which 
was accompanied by a number of sub-titles for the various 
divisions of the code. The gigantic compass of the book 
may readily be judged from the mans nyp, “The Portal 
of Benedictions,” which was published by Weiss in the 
Bet Talmud , H, 377-86. This division, doubtless an insig¬ 
nificant portion of the code, exceeds in size the correspond¬ 
ing parts in Maimonides’ Yad and Caro’s Shvlhan 'Aruk 
together, and it must be remembered that it has not been 
preserved in complete form. Probably this prolixity is 
a partial reason why both the Arabic original and the 
Hebrew translation, which were in the hands of the German 
authors as late as the fourteenth century 4 , have dropped 
into total oblivion. 

Of the other Talmudic writings of Rabbi Samuel, we 
should mention a commentary on Yebamot , listed in a 

1 Comp. Schechter, Saadyana , 43. 

3 Comp. Steinschneider, Arab. Lit. y 108-10, and Poznanski, OrientaUsche 
Litteratur-Zeitung , VII, 313-15. In the recently published rvaorr nn 
(Bernard Drachman, New York, 1908), 53, the nvrwn 'c (on witnesses?) 
by Rabbi Samuel is mentioned. 

3 A supposition made by Rapoport, Biography of Rabbi Rat, note 8. 

4 The author of Sdion 'do published in Coronel’s 'sip 'n, quotes 

Rabbi Samuel’s onjw, and also the author of mncHrr' d, living at the 
same time. Some of the decisions by Rabbi Samuel, reproduced in 
Muller, Uaflea^ y were not Responsa originally, they are taken from his 
code. 
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catalogue, J. Q.R., XVI, 411, and an Introduction to the 
Talmud, of which a considerable piece is to be found in 
the Taylor-Schechter Collection. 

The influence of Rabbi Saadia is patent in the nm 'nyt?, 
especially in the grouping of the material and in the style 
of presentation. It is altogether likely that Rabbi Samuel 
used the work of his predecessor as a foundation for his 
Introduction to the Talmud as well as for his Code. 

Rabbi Hai, the last of the Geonim, who as a Talmudist 
may perhaps be called the first of them, and who in respect 
of Talmudic scholarship, profundity of conception, and 
incisive judgment, is excelled by none, not even by Rabbi 
Saadia, is known chiefly for his numerous Responsa. How¬ 
ever, he is the author of independent works on subjects 
in every department of the Talmud, too. 

Of his commentaries on the Talmud nothing has been 
preserved, though it is certain that he expounded several 
treatises. Quotations from his commentary on Berakot are 
to be found in Ibn Gajat, P'V, 1 ,14; Albargeloni, DTiyn 1QD, 
288 ; in the MS. of the nu^n 1 of the RaBeD; and in rr'ato, 
24. Rabbi Solomon Ibn Adret makes copious use thereof 
in his commentary on Berakot . We may also be sure of 
his having composed a commentary on Shabbat 2 3 , to which 
reference is made in b *}, 59, and that the expression 
Iran in this passage does not mean an explanation made by 
Rabbi Hai in one of his Responsa is evident from the word 
that follows soon after. It is obvious that in this 
Responsum a difference is made between ssnn'Q and nui^n. 
It is questionable whether Rabbi Hai wrote a commentary 
on the treatise Hagigah. Albargeloni, in his commentary 
on the book Yezirah , cites explanations of passages in this 


1 I am indebted to Dr. Alexander Marx for calling my attention to 
these rvurcn against Rabbi Zerahiah Gerondi; they are in the Sulzberger 

Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America. 

3 Comp. 0. <S., p. 56, and ' Aruk , s. v. hodd p«, which quotes Rabbi Hai’s 
explanation of this expression from Shabbat and not from Kelim l 
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treatise 1 five times, once (p. 26) as wan 'aa, and again as 

penn 'as wwaa. 

What is certain is that the view of Weiss, Dor, IV, 187, 
cannot be correct, when he holds that whenever the author 
of the *Aruk quotes the words of Rabbi Hai with the intro¬ 
ductory formula KH'B he had a commentary of the Gaon 
before him. It is curious that Weiss should have dropped 
into the incorrect statement that Rabbi Nathan, s.v. nao^K, 
was quoting Rabbi Hai’s commentary on Kiddushin . 
The words pOTipr Kina Yam show plainly that Rabbi Hai’s 
explanation could not have had a place in a commentary 
on Kiddushin . In such a case he would have had to say 
ppiam. Indeed, some of the explanations of Rabbi Hai 
introduced in the 'Aruk with an'B are found in Responsa. 
For instance, that s. v. TWi nhni is literally in Harkavy, 
pp. 128-9. Likewise, Rabbi Hai's authorship of the brief 
commentary on the Order Teharot of the Mishnah seems 
to me very dubious. My reasons against the prevailing 
assumption that this commentary ascribed to him is actually 
his, are the following: Rabbenu Hai, like many other Geo- 
nim, did not consider it beneath his dignity to give short 
linguistic explanations of Talmudic passages, when he was 
asked for them. We have, indeed, a large number of 
such by Rabbi Hai in various places in the Responsa 
Collection edited by Harkavy. On the other hand, it is 
highly improbable that a Gaon, especially a scholar like 
Rabbenu Hai, who was mainly concerned about a proper 
understanding of the Halakah, should have composed a 
commentary on a most difficult part of the Mishnah, without 
making the slightest contribution to our actual knowledge 
of it. The explanation offered by Weiss for this peculiar 
fact can hardly be taken seriously. He maintains that as 
this Order of the Mishnah was studied only by great 
scholars, it required nothing but linguistic elucidations; 

1 Probably it refers to a comprehensive Responsum on the difficult 
Haggadic parts of the second section of this treatise. Comp. G. S., 
P- 273. 
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the matter itself contained therein needed none. In other 
words, Rabbi Hai might presuppose in his readers an 
intelligent appreciation of the most difficult parts of the 
Halakah, but not acquaintance with such words as ^DSD, 
*"iro, and many similar terms. They occur frequently 
in the Talmud, yet Rabbenu Hai must define them for his 
great scholars I There are other circumstances that militate 
against Rabbi Hai’s authorship. In this commentary on 
Teharot, Greek equivalents for certain words are not 
infrequently cited, and we are certain that Rabbi Hai 
understood no Greek \ The numerous quotations from 
the Yerushalmi also testify against Rabbi Hai’s author¬ 
ship. Though he does now and again make references to 
the Yerushalmi elsewhere, the frequency with which it is 
done in this commentary arouses suspicion. Moreover, 
not only is the Yerushalmi drawn upon freely, but also 
contemporary Palestinian custom is cited ( Kelim , XXV, 3), 
which hardly fits in with our notion of Rabbi Hai. Though 
Rabbi Saadia and Rabbi Nahshon are named in the com¬ 
mentary (Kelim, XXVIII, 3), Rabbi Sherira never is, which 
would be rather curious in a work by Rabbi Hai. Also 
Rabbi Hai never speaks of the Responsa of the Geonim as 
; he calls them nnwi, while in the commentary 
is the term constantly employed. And what ex¬ 
planation can be given of the fact that the author of the 
*Aruk quotes it seventy times without once mentioning 
the name of Rabbi Hai 2 . In view of all this, Rabbi Hai’s 

1 The explanation of the word sophist is quoted by Rabbi Hai, as we 
learn in Harkavy’s Introduction, 25, note, from a work by Alfarabi! 
His ignorance of Greek is evinced also in his remark on DaiCDS, Harkavy, 
196-7. In another Responsum, 1 . c., 23, he says with regard to the names 
of certain fish in the Talmud : pn p'DO pp p«b po pin put tot! 
This would seem sufficient to refute Weiss' statement that Rabbi Hai 
understood Greek. 

8 Kohut, in his Introduction, 14, maintains that Rabbi Nathan, s. v. 
cid, ascribes the commentary on Teharot to Rabbenu Hai, and calls it idd 
p*u. But if this passage proves anything, it is that Rabbi Nathan did not 
consider Rabbi Hai the author, inasmuch as he never calls him anything 
but p*on. 
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authorship of the commentary is, to say the least, very 
doubtful. 

The codificatio ns by _JR abbi Hai encountered a more 
favourable fate than his commentaries. Following the 
example of Rabbi Saadia probably, he wrote them in 
Arabic, but only the Hebrew translations have been pre¬ 
served, and they only in part. Rabbi Isaac ben Reuben 
translated 1 Rabbi Hai’s book On Sales as early as the year 
1078, giving it the title TBDDl npDH *ibd. It has been printed 
and published a number of times. To this book with its 
sixty gates are added three comparatively short treatises 
on the law of pledges, patron nso; the law of conditions, 
D'wnn 'EBB'D; and the law of loan and sale, nmbn 'EBB'D 
fflNPOl. A second work of importance by Rabbi Hai in the 
same field is his work on oaths, of the Hebrew translation 
of which, niyttB' 'nyB', we also have a printed edition. Of 
these two works there is a metrical version, which, however, 
does not own Rabbi Hai as its author, the statement of the 
printed editions to the contrary notwithstanding. These 
two works by Rabbi Hai are to be classed among the most 
excellent achievements in the department of Rabbinic code 
literature. As Rabbi Hai treats only certain portions of 
the Rabbinic law, he naturally goes into detail, without, 
however, dropping into the longwindedness of which his 
father-in-law, Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, is guilty. The 
logical development of the subjects treated is presented in 
a clear and comprehensive way, and the systematic grouping 
is masterly. The ’"DDDi npDn 1BD is to this day the best 
exposition of the Rabbinic law of sales with all its essen¬ 
tial branches. Equally, his niyUB' nyc? shows the cunning 
of the great systematiser and the acumen of the great 
jurist. In the first-mentioned book, XLI, 77 a, he refers to 
his work, 2 ainn nnn, which seems to be lost. Perhaps the 
treatise mmta 'EBB'D is nothing but a chapter of this book. 

b 

1 On the translations of Rabbenu Hai’s works, comp. Steinschneider, 
Arabische Literatur , 99 et seq. 

8 Comp. Briill, Jahrbucher , IX, 120. 
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Among the lost works in codification by Rabbi Hai there 
is one on nnvn arranged, like the other, in “gates,” 
which is cited by some old authorities \ and also a treatise 
on the prerogatives 1 2 of the owners of adjoining possessions, 
mnVD. Mention is made, besides, of Rabbi Hai’s p^an m^n. 
This may have been an extract from his Seder 3 , which 
probably, like the Orders of Prayer of his predecessors, 
contained the prayers and the Halakot bearing upon them. 
The Seder seems to be lost irretrievably, and nothing can be 
conjectured about it, except perhaps this one thing, that it 
may have been put together either for the congregations 
of the Crimea or for those of Byzantium. At all events, 
the Jews of those regions had a tradition about having 
received a prayer-book from the Geonim 4 5 , and as neither 
Rab Amram’s nor Rabbi Saadia’s could have been meant, 
Rabbi Hai’s naturally suggests itself. One other circum¬ 
stance should be mentioned in connexion with the Seder of 
Rabbi Hai. He himself reports (Harkavy, 105, bottom) 
that young men from Constantinople studied the Talmud 
under him, and it may have been at their instance that he 
arranged a Seder . 

A Halakic work by Rabbi Hai, his Book of Documents, 
was found recently among the Genizah fragments. It con¬ 
tains twenty-eight forms for drawing up documents, together 
with brief directions. Dr. Harkavy, who publishes four of 
these documents in the Hebrew Journal moan, III, 46-50 6 , 

1 Rapoport in his biography of Rabbi Hai, note 21, refers to a quotation 
from a work of. this sort. However, traces of it can be shown to exist 
in several authors. Comp, dvid, 17 b and 17 c(?), and the index to 
authors in ‘n'znr, ed. Buber. 

2 Not boundary disputes, as Steinschneider, Arabische Literatur , 100, 
says. 

8 In Vnfzw, 267, end of paragraph, 'n idd means his Seder ; the 
author applies the same word to Rab Amram’s Seder : nEDn aro did? m. 
Buber's emendation, 137, vncD for •nDoa is superfluous. Other references 
to Rabbenu Hai’s Seder in ‘rTnrc are 264 and 294. Comp, also Stein¬ 
schneider, Arabische Literatur , 102. 

4 Comp, the Hebrew monthly, town, I, 147. 

5 The concluding sentence of the ewe ®a, 48, which Harkavy could 
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ascribes the book to the Gaon Eabbi Hai ben David. The 
reasons for such ascription were inadequate to begin with \ 
and they have now been nullified by another Genizah 
fragment, come to hand in the meantime, wherein Rabbi 
Hai ben Sherira is-explicitly called the author 2 . 

Rabbi Hai, like his father Rabbi Sherira, and his father- 
in-law Rabbi Samuel, is unmistakably under the influence 
of Rabbi Saadia. This influence is betrayed plainly by the 
arrangement of his works in codification. The interests of 
Rabbi Hai centred largely in the civil law. His independent 
works belong almost exclusively to this domain. Well aware 
that his acute analysis of certain legal discussions might be 
applied in dishonest ways, he tries to guard against abuse 
in the following words at the end of his mynt? 

“And if an interested party should derive arguments 
from this presentation to twist the words and win his 
cause, he will bring evil down upon himself. I am 
innocent before my Creator, for I have composed this 
work only for those who walk in the straight path, to 
understand how to give just decisions. . . . The Holy 
One, blessed be he, will be my avenger, that the readers 
of my book use it in fear of God and in truth, and also the 
Lord, before whom all hidden things are manifest, will 
espouse the cause of my innocence, as it is written: ‘ As 
for such as turn aside unto their crooked ways, the Lord 
shall lead them forth with the workers of iniquity, but 
peace shall be upon Israel.’ ” 

not explain, must be read as follows: prcb (]rrts-)jV prvo (pn =) pn 

1 Dr. Harkavy’s argument, rpc^n, V, 152-6, that this rvnttttrn 'd must 
be older than Rabbi Saadia’s, for the reason that it is less comprehensive, 
cannot be taken seriously. The same logic would make Rabbi Samuel, 
the author of njm? r6n:, older than Albargeloni, the latter treating 
seventy-three documents in his work, the former only fifty, and yet 
Rabbi Samuel lived six hundred years after Albargeloni. 

2 Comp. Wertheimer, □'tow 'UJ, III, Introduction, 1-3. 
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Anonymous Codes of the Geonic Time. 

The transition from the works of individual Geonim 
to the collective Responsa compendiums is formed by a 
number of writings, most of them originating near the 
end of the Geonic period, which are composites made up 
of Responsa and one or another of the kinds of works 
mentioned above. At the head of them is the DWJn no 
Mniow, written probably in the year 885, which has come 
down to us in several recensions. Its purpose is methodo¬ 
logical as well as chronological. It, therefore, contains 
a chain of traditions from Moses until Rabbi Judah, the 
compiler of the Mishnah , an array of data about the 
Amoraim and Saboraim, and also a number of methodo¬ 
logical rules for the use of the Talmud, especially its 
application to the decision of practical cases. 

The recensions at present available are such a medley 
that it would be unfair to charge any writer with having 
perpetrated it 1 . Obviously, the text was badly used by 
glossators and copyists. In G. S., p. 322, proof is adduced 
showing that a piece of the DWIDKI D'aon 'd had been taken 
verbatim from a Responsum by Rab Amram. This suggests 
the conjecture that the rest of the little volume is made up 
partly of. Geonic Responsa, partly of the TOW current in 
the Academies. These “ Traditions ” are mentioned by 
Rabbi Saadia in two passages in his commentary on 
Berakot 2 . His references to them give us no specific 
notion of their character, but the word 'trn shows that 
they were in writing and probably consisted of old 

1 The Tannaim and Amoraim are mixed together confusedly. 

2 6a (perhaps a gloss) and 12 a. What Rabbi Saadia tells us of these 
vmafO in the latter passage, called an enigma by the editor, seems to 
me an intelligible remark, only it has happened in the wrong place. 
It refers to Berakot, 37 a, and puts the question, how Rabbi Akiba came 
to use the words "p now nrw to his teacher Rabban Gamaliel, unbecoming 
words according to Baba Batra, 158b; he should have said "p TOW WlTO. 
Accordingly, we should read tow uot wSi, instead of the meaningless 
TOW VOO 'IT wVl. 

I N 
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explanations of difficult passages in the Talmud \ Rabbenu 
Hai, quoted in ed. Luncz, XII, 320, speaks likewise 
of ttDBnn njnDP, apparently referring to post-Talmudic 
traditions. 

An extensive collection of Geonic Responsa and extracts 
from the codifications of the Geonim was called TBD 
which was compiled at Kairwan, perhaps during 
the lifetime of Rabbi Hai, certainly not long after the 
extinction of the Gaonate. This book was one of the 
chief sources from which the German authors of the twelfth 
and the thirteenth century drew their knowledge of Geonic 
literature. The opinion of some scholars, that Rabbi 
Hananel was the author of this work, cannot be defended. 
Indeed, if anything can be asserted positively, it is that 
Rabbi Hananel was not the author 1 2 . 

The pen "iDD was a collection similar to the one just 
mentioned, and it probably belongs to approximately the 
same time and place. Whether Rabbi Hefez ben Yazliah, 
the correspondent of Rabbi Hai, actually was the author, 
seems to me not quite certain 3 . An argument against his 

1 “The books of the Academy,” of which, according to the statement 
of his pupils in their commentary (p. 36) on Chronicles, Rabbi Saadia 
made use, do not mean Geonic writings, as Harkavy holds, in Samuel 
ben Hofni, 28; they were books in the library of the Academy, and 
have nothing to do with either or rvo'no. 

* Rapoport in his Biography of Rabbenu Hananel , note 36, called attention 
to many differences between the mnxpon 'o and Rabbenu Hananel. 
His conjecture that the 'fon 'd was begun by Rabbenu Hananel and then 
elaborated and worked over by another hand is a theory faute de mieux. 
The passage in 1 ,167 a, to which Berliner in Vuo, 20, refers, 
is to be emended to read # :n instead of 'an 'm, for, as appears plainly 
from the quotations taken by Berliner from the /w, the author did not 
ascribe the 'pon 'd to This also disposes of Berliner’s statement that 
the myinpon 'd was in part arranged according to the treatises of the 
Talmud ; man a*D in this passage of the /u* refers not to the 'pon 'd 
but to ‘aoan uti. Though the 'porr 'c was not written by Rabbenu Hananel, 
the author must have been a North African, the only explanation that 
could be offered for the frequent references to African scholars to whom 
Geonic Responsa were addressed. 

3 Rapoport’s view, that this book, too, owned R. Hananel as its author, 
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authorship is the circumstance that he wrote his Booh of 
Commands in Arabic. Accordingly, it would be fair to 
assume that he would follow the example of Rabbi Saadia, 
Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni, and Rabbi Hai, in writing his 
code in Arabic, as they wrote theirs in Arabic, in which 
case it would be strange that yan '0 is known to the 
Franco-German authors only, since an Arabic work would 
naturally have had vogue among the Jews of Arabic- 
speaking countries. 

Among the works of this class we should put the 

by, whose author was called Gaon by so early 
an authority as Rabbi Isaac of Vienna, in his jmt 
II, 53 a. Of course, Gaon need not be here taken in its 
original sense. It probably means nothing more than 
a great authority of the eleventh century 1 . The oldest 

•cannot be justified. As we can see from I, 63, and rn:D, 61 a, yen is 
not the name of a book, but of a person, and the expression yon idd is 
•elliptical for yon S "idd. For references on Rabbi Hefez see the article 
in the Jewish Encyclopedia, s. v., by the present writer, to which should 
be added Steinschneider, Ardbische Literatur , 107, and Bacher, Leben und 
Werke Abulwalid’s (1885), 89-90. Dr. Marx calls my attention to the 
passage Saadyana , 53, proving that not Rabbi Hefez, but Ibn Hofni, must 
be the author of the fragment published in J. Q. R., VI, 705. A roson 'd 
is cited in Vow, III, 61; however, it is very questionable whether the 
-author did not have Rabbi Samuel ben Hofni’s code in mind. This code 
seems to be the source for the passage in Vow, l.c., 127-9. Furthermore, 
that the Halakic decisions of Rabbi Hefez come from his ms on 'o is 
highly improbable. The assumption can hardly be based upon the 
words of the Baba Batra , 77 ; 78 : yon *np;n D'WJ 'ci\ On the other 

hand, in Baba Mezia, 275, the reading should be (mson — ) 'ison 'oa, 
instead of nson 'ca. To the quotations from the yen 'd, collected by 
Rapoport and others, should be added that in Cod. Oxford, 692, extracted 
by Professor Schechter, in J. Q. R. t III, 342. Comp, also Gross, in Z.H.B ., 
XI, 178; the MS. described by Gross is now in the library of the Jewish 
Theol. Sem. 

1 It is a well-known fact that the North Africans, Rabbi Hananel and 
Rabbenu Nissim, the Spaniards, Rabbi Moses ben Enoch and his son 
Enoch, as well as Rabbi Joseph ben Abitur, and the Italians, Rabbi 
Kalonymos and his son Rabbi Meshullam, were called Geonim by their 
successors. Likewise, Muller's emendation in his Maftedh , 178, 19, 
•changing p>o torvar ,m \ into trn© 't, cannot be endorsed. He is identical 
with fron torror '-1 quoted in rc*ir, I, 30, 83, probably one of the older 

N % 
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author who refers to the book is Eashi \ and we are thus 
justified in attributing a rather high age to the book. 
To judge by the quotations from the book, it contained 
important *pDD, which now and again are justified 

by means of Geonic Responsa 2 . The reference to the 
Responsa of the heads of the Academies in Jerusalem 
and Babylonia shows plainly that the work is not by a 
Gaon. It was very probably written by an author from 
Frankish lands, in the eleventh century, a time in which 
the Jews in Europe carried on learned correspondences 
with the Palestinian scholars 3 . 

A work more widely known than either of these three 
was entitled nu^riD, or Nnn'nD, a collection of Geonic 
Responsa frequently quoted by German, Provenfal, and 
Spanish authors 4 . The title was probably derived from 
the fact that the Geonic views given in the book were 
introduced with the words KnnTiDD ms?, and as the author 
was not known otherwise, he was called the NmTiD 
“author of the [decisions of the] Academy.” The wide¬ 
spread use of the book testifies to its antiquity and to 
the respect in which it was held. Yet Rapoport’s opinion, 
that the author was Rabbi Hai, must be rejected absolutely, 
in view of the fact that the nu'n» $>yn is quoted in opposition 

North African scholars, like Rabbi Meborak, who also is called Gaon. 
The pw tom S mentioned by Muller, 1 . c., whom we meet again in 
tor'iir, 14, in all probability is the brother of Rabbi Nathan ben Jehiel, 
one of the oldest authorities in Italy. Comp. Zunz, Ritus , 192-3. 

1 'to s'n rc'n, 82. 

2 On this Halakic collection, comp. Freimann in Z.H.B. , X, 178-82, 
and Sulzbach, in Jahrbuchjud. liter. Gesdlschaft , V. 

8 Comp, above, pp. 88-9; Epstein, Monatsschrift, XLVII, 340, and an 
article by the same author in pan, VI, 69 et seq. 

4 Quotations therefrom have been collected by Rapoport in his Additions 
to the Biography of Rabbi Hai f end, and Harkavy, Samuel ben Hofni , note 73, 
to which should be added D"HE, 21 c, 21 d ; 'Ittur, 1 b, 11 a, 24 a, 14 b, 52 b. 
Auerbach, in the introduction to the VottrN, enumerates mmo among the 
sources cited by Rabbi Abraham ben Isaac, but I did not find it in 
the three printed parts. Dr. Marx calls my attention to Nahmanides, on 
Kiddushin , 59, and morunn' d, 40 d, and 226 b, where rorno is quoted. 
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to Rabbi Hai 1 . Though on the whole presenting the views 
of the Babylonian Geonim, the work nevertheless pays 
regard to the Yerushalmi. This would suggest that it 
was a product of the scholars of Kairwan. w ho, inspite of 
their respectand veneration ipr the Babylonian Academies, 
"^did not neglect the study of the Yerushalmi. 

" The KEncfc? 2 is a Halakic treatise of the Geonic time 
giving a short description of how phylacteries are to be 
made, together with some few of the injunctions bearing 
upon them. A most interesting point is that the little 
tractate contains a number of Halakic and Haggadic dicta 
not known from any other sources, which are set down 
in the name of Babylonian Amoraim. The alternative 
offered is to consider these dicta as fabricated for the 
occasion, or as oral or written traditions of the Talmudic 
time still at the disposal of the author. If the last is 
the correct assumption, then they must have originated 
in the early Geonic time, when the Talmudic tradition had 
not yet been broken off entirely. The proof for the high 
age of the book is not only the idiomatic Aramaic in 
which it is written, but also the emphatically expressed 
view that only scholars, or at least only men of some 
learning, should put on phylacteries. In the controversy 
between the Rabbanites and Karaites, the former, at so 
early a time as Rabbi Jehudai Gaon’s, the very beginning 
of the Karaite schism, insisted upon the scrupulous obser¬ 
vance of the law of phylacteries on the part of every single 
individual 3 . 

We are no longer in a position to form any sort of 


1 Comp. 14.13-15 a, where Rabbi Hai’s view is opposed to that 

of the MTD’nD ton. In 'Ittur, 45 d, Nnn'no n toi should probably be read 
rrnno n na>, 

* In the editions of the at the end of J'Vdh rvotoi. Comp, also 
non 'no, 639, 641, 644-5 > Vn*n«?, 193; and Vow, II, 91. Rabbi Judah 
Albargeloni was the probable source for all these authorities. 

3 Comp, the Geonic Responsa in Vow, II, 90; 'If fur, II, 26c-d; and 
155, where it is wrongly ascribed to Rabbenu Hai. 
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idea what thejmo ppr^Jwas, mentioned by Babbi Jacob 
ben Asher in Tur, Orah Hayyim , 51. Remembering the 
freedom with which later authors applied the title Gaon, 
we must even begin to doubt whether Rabbi Jacob meant 
the Babylonian Geonim or the old French scholars. 


Origin of the Responsa Collections. 

The first attempt at gathering the Responsa that had 
been in free circulation for centuries, on which our twelve 2 
printed Responsa Collections of the Geonim are based, must 
have been coincident with the time when scholars began to 
make use of the decisions of the Geonim as foundations for 
independent works of Halakah. This does not take account 
of the collections kept by descendants of Geonim, who 
treasured them as heirlooms 3 . When and where the first 
Responsa collection was made cannot be determined now. 
But one will not go far wrong in fixing upon the time of 
Rabbi Hai as that in which the attention of scholars was 
first turned to such work. Only in the questions addressed 
to the last Gaon 4 does one meet with frequent references 

1 Probably identical with D'aiwn Nrt hcioib in 'no, 234, wrcm is 
a synonym of ppn. 

2 Muller has described eleven of these collections in his Majteah, the 
twelfth, mDbtz? nbrrp, by Solomon Wertheimer, Jerusalem, 1899, did not 
appear until after his death, and it contains Geonic Responsa from the 
Genizah. Wertheimer also printed some Geonic Responsa in his Collection 
□'toiT naa, I. Prof. Schechter’s Saadyana contains but few Halakic Re¬ 
sponsa. The one published there on p. 127, lines 77-94, is to be found 
also in the Geonic Collection, ed. Mantua, 109. Dr. Harkavy has published 
some Geonic Responsa in the Hebrew periodicals parr, Dbon, and naDDn. 

3 Comp. J. Q. R.f XVIII, 412. 

4 Muller, in his Mafteah, 203, is not altogether accurate when he asserts 
that Rabbi Hai was the first to give careful study to the Geonic Responsa. 
It would have been more correct to say that this department of study 
developed at the time of Rabbi Hai, and thence it came that many 
inquirers addressed themselves to him and asked for explanations of 
obscure points in the mnnm, which were cited in the questions directed 
to him much more frequently than in his replies. The definition of 
a scholar in yV, 91 a, is interesting in connexion with this point. It 
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to the Responsa of the Geonim, which would seem to 
indicate that Responsa were then considered a department 
of Rabbinical study. It is also noteworthy that Jtabbi 
Hai is the first of the Geonim^to-xefer to^^n^iymous^ 
Responsa 1 . When his predecessors adduced the views 
of earlier Geonim, they almost always set down their 
names explicitly. While in the earlier time the name 
of the Gaon was needed to give sanction to his decision, 
later on it sufficed to confer authority upon a Responsum 
if it was known as Geonic. Hence the indescribable 
arbitrariness with which the names of the Geonim were 
juggled about in the Responsa Collections preserved. 
Muller made the attempt in his Mafteah to arrange the 
Responsa according to the Geonim, an arrangement that 
falls short of giving satisfaction in a reference-book 2 . 

occurs in a question submitted to Rabbi Sherira, and specifies the 
requirements to be knowledge of the third and the fourth Order of 
the Talmud, and of the The n"w thus formed no essential part 
of scholarly equipment. 

1 Comp. Muller, Mafteah , 203, note 13. 

2 If it is borne in mind that there were six Josephs and six Haninas, 
four Zemahs, two Kohen-Zedeks and two Hilas, three Hais, three 
Natronais, and three Jacobs, among the Geonim, it will be seen readily 
that it is impossible in a large number of cases to determine the author¬ 
ship of a Responsum even when a name handed down by tradition 
accompanies it. It is Muller's opinion that Kohen-Zedek II wrote no 
Responsa, but we now know otherwise ; see J. Q. R. f XVTII, 402. Nearly 
all the Responsa containing Rabbi Zemah’s name in the superscription he 
attributes to Rabbi Zemah ben Paltoi, and yet there can be no doubt that 
many of them belong to Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim; comp., for instance, 
nos. 2 and 50 (see above, p. 43, note, second line), and no. 122, where 
reference is made to a case decided by Rabbi Zadok, the Gaon of Sura. 
Add to this the confusion that results from the frequently abbreviated 
names ; may stand for Rabbi Sherira, but with equal propriety for Sar 
Shalom; may be read Rabbi Natronai or Rabbi Nahshon. It is not an 
undue exaggeration that barely a third of all Responsa known can be 
assigned to authors with any degree of certainty. Muller, desirous of 
paying due respect to all the Geonim alike, frequently classified the 
same Responsum under several Geonim in his Mafteah , as, for instance, 
104 ('n) is assigned to Rabbi Natronai, also 67 ('1) to Rabbi Jehudai. Of 
the decisions ascribed to Rabbi Natronai in D'n, 141, some appear in 
Muller, 108 (i*r-n*r), among those ascribed to this Gaon, the rest are 
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As the scholars of Kairwan make most frequent refer¬ 
ence to the Responsa of the Geonim in their questions 
addressed to Rabbi Hai, the hypothesis suggests itself 
tha t North A frica was the country that saw the earliest 
attempts to bring order into what was coming, to be an 
amorphous mass of Responsa. It has been established 
that close relations subsisted between the Babylonian 
Academies and the North African congregations since 
the beginning of the ninth century 1 . This would add 
to the plausibility of the hypothesis. However this may 
be, what can be asserted without fear of contradiction is, 
that it was not Babylonia in which Responsa Collections 
were made up. Although the supposition expressed in 
G. &, p. 310, that the Geonim kept copies of the Responsa 
sent to congregations in the country and outside, has been 
corroborated by a recently published Responsum 2 , it may 
nevertheless not be assumed that these copies served as 
nuclei for all or any of our Responsa Collections. The 
reason is this: Among the published Responsa Collections 
there is not one that contains the decisions exclusively 
of the Babylonian Geonim. They always include Responsa 
by authors living elsewhere, either in North Africa, Spain, 
or Jian^e, at about the time of the extinction of the 
Gaonate. It would be too hazardous to dispose of all 
Responsa of this class by declaring them to be later 
additions to the Babylonian Collections. If we were 
disposed to resort to so easy a subterfuge, the following 
data would prevent it effectually. 

The first Responsa Collection to appear in print, B*n, 
contains, besides the extracts of the decisions of the 

missing. On p. 218 (rTsp) a Responsum is listed among Rabbi Hai’s, 
but on p. 272 it is put among the anonymous Responsa. The only satis¬ 
factory classification of these Responsa would have to be based on their 
contents; headings formulating the subjects dealt with would at the 
same time provide for various versions of the same Responsum. 

1 Comp, above, p. 32. The Geonic Responsa made use of by the collector 
of the Pardes are likewise addressed to the scholars of Kairwan. 

2 Comp. J. Q. R.y XVIII, 402. 
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Geonim, only those of Rabbi Enoch of Cordova, a con¬ 
temporary of Rabbi Hai. The important collection, Y*V, 
contains, in addition to the Geonic Responsa, decisions 
by Rabbi Moses of Cordova, a contemporary of Rabbi 
Sherira, by his son Rabbi Enoch, and his disciple, Rabbi 
Joseph ben Abitur, and by Rabbi Meshullam, the last 
three contemporaries of Rabbi Hai; and also decisions 
by Alfasi, who was twenty-five years old at the death 
of Rabbi Hai. Likewise in the Collection no authors 
younger than Rabbi Hai are named. We now have two 
sets of facts before us. On the one hand, we have seen 
that the impulse to make Responsa Collections cannot be 
proved to have manifested itself earlier than the time of 
Rabbi Hai. On the other hand, we have seen that in 
the three Responsa Collections instanced, certainly among 
the oldest of their kind, no younger authority than Hai 
is mentioned, if we except Alfasi, while the non-Geonic 
authorities mentioned are contemporaries of Rabbi Hai 
outside of Babylonia. This would seem to make it im¬ 
possible to declare the Responsa by non-Babylonian authors 
in the Collections as later additions. Or, we should owe 
ourselves an explanation of the fact that they include no 
Responsa by scholars living after Rabbi Hai. 

In scrutinising the arrangement of the Responsa, two 
points can be fixed upon which seem to have been of 
significance to the collectors. As these two points are 
incongruous in character, the result is that there is not 
one of the Responsa Collections executed according to 
a, consistent plan. The t wo p oints axe authorship and 
related subject-matter. 

The questions submitted to the Geonim were either 
dubious cases of practical bearing, hence unconnected one 
with another, or dubious cases coming up in theoretic 
study which were more likely to have some relation to 
one another, especially if their common point of departure 
was a given section of the Talmud. An example of the 
latter class is afforded us in the fragment published in 
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0 . 8 ., pp. 328-36, containing a number of Responsa by Rab 
Amram on rwv rrobn. These have not been arranged 
in the order given by a later hand. The order is original 
with their author, who obviously was requested to explain 
and codify the laws on rwv given in the fourth section 
of the Talmudic treatise Menahot . This example shows 
that it is not always safe to attribute a logical arrangement 
of Responsa according to subject to the collector. It may 
be the work of the Gaon in the same sense in which he is 
the author of the Responsa themselves. However, it cannot 
be denied that the Collectors were particularly concerned 
with arranging the matter at their disposal in the most 
logical manner possible. 

Isolated portions of the printed Responsa Collections, 
and some of the fragments published in “ Genizah Studies/ ’ 
have been spared the systematising hand of the collector, 
but no complete collection known has been similarly 
fortunate. This lends peculiar interest to the Responsa 
lists published in 0 . &, pp. 56-71. Their authenticity can 
hardly be doubted, guaranteed as it is by the name of 
the Gaon, the name of the addressee, and their checkered 
contents. A comparison of one of these lists with the 
printed Responsa Collections reveals how imperfectly even 
such among the latter as are supposed to have reached 
us in their original form have preserved the initial order 
in which they were arranged. Of the thirty-two questions 
on pp. 67-8, below, addressed by Rabbi Jacob ben Nissim 
to Rabbi Sherira and his son Rabbi Hai, there are but 
two—and these two in widely separated places—that occur 
in the Collection published by Dr. Harkavy, which he 
describes as having been planned on the basis of the 
duplicates kept by the Geonim in Babylonia. 

But this pitfall of not being able to re-establish the 
original order of the Responsa is not the only one. Care 
must be exercised not to mistake decisions by European 
and North African scholars for decisions by the Geonim. 
This applies particularly to the large number of anonymous- 
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Responsa in the Collections of Geonim y not by the Geonim. 
The quotations from the Responsa of the Geonim in the 
older Halakic literature are an excellent guide. To the 
authors of this literature Geonic Collections were accessible, 
more accurate and reliable than ours. But these same 
authors have a far higher function to perform in the study 
of Geonic literature. Their main value is that they knew 
a multitude of Geonic Responsa that have come down to 
us through no other channel besides. In his Mafteah 
Muller has made the first attempt to bring them together, 
and as a first attempt it is most satisfactory. But he has 
not dug out even the half of the hidden treasure to be 
found in numerous works, beginning with Rabbi Hananel 
and extending down to Caro 500 years later 2 . 

As an exemplification of the importance of Halakic 
literature for the study of the Geonim, there follow three 
lists of Geonic quotations in the works respectively of a 
Spanish, an Italian, and a French scholar, parallels in our 
printed Responsa Collections and in other sources being 
marked. 

The first list contains quotations from three works by 
Albargeloni as the representative of the Spanish school : 


SPANISH SCHOOL. 
Albargeloni. 

DWn 1SD («) 


n*D rn'o: 

wt im 

17 

h*o Y: 

TD'I 2 

rTv 

vn 

17 

N*D VS 

pw 3 

; a*Sp D*n ; rfw 

rnwoi 

17 

Ti ,-jnr 

UTOwn 10 

Y: ,'n Vton 




HVTO IO 

; D'n JO'S rfxo 

vn 

17 


13 

,'a Yun 




tfVTO 15 

*>'p D'n 

orfown? 18 

Yd 0/0: 

17 


1 David Kaufmann, in the Bet Talmud , III, 64, published two Responsa 
by Rabbi Sherira and Rabbi Hai from a MS., not noticing that the same 
are to be found in the Responsa of Rabbi Solomon ben Adret, V, 25 a-b, 
no. 121. 

9 In his commentary ? 
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3**7 0*103 

HpDD3! 125 

o*Vi n*© 

Titouai 18 


b*p 'n :*n 

oi*?© 132 

;k *2 n*© ;3 *d *7*a 

Hnn 33 19 


'*7 0*103 

fwa 1 ? 135 

'ti a*n 




mplDD31 135 

n*ap ppb ;i*3 0*103 

pNa 1 ? 26 


a*op e*ti 

0 rfrM©©i 135 

'd 0*103 

ontoo© 26 



pw 136 

o*3p D*n 

onto*©© 26 


'*7 0*103 

NpDB31 136 

N*D 0*103 

CTTTH©©! 26 


0*3 0*103 

pN3 139 

3*0 0*103 

pwi 27 


N*Op D*71 

KpDD31 143 

Tf ,JI32? 

Kinc 27 


i*op D*n 

Crfot©©l 143 

3 p ,a n 

pw 34 


i*op D*n 

onto©© 143 


1 '«71 


3*$ 0*103 

orfo*©©i 143 

3*P ,3*n 

pan 37 


3*3? 0*103 

313 *73?! I 43 


* "M71 38 


3*33 0*103 

3130 to 144 


*"N71 39 


n*op D*n 

«pDD31 144 

13 a a*n 

mVna3i rnpiDE 3 39 


1*3 0*103 

7f?K©31 148 

13 a a*n 

m*?na3i 39 


3*3 0*103 

H31©n31 149 

i*y b*a 

43 


71*3 0*103 

cn* 7 «©©i 149 

71*0 :,*© ;n*2? *7*3 

p«a*7 46 



m3i©n3i 150 

71*7 nrioo 

"«n 48 



pHJ 1 ) 153 

3*3 0*103 

W11133 49 


3*3 0*103 

ontou©! 154 

3*3 0*103 

7T31©n31 49 


o*«?p D*n 

p«a 3T131 157 

C*p D*71 

mpiDD3 52 


'D *3*3 

H31©n31 160 


>HT7T 33 53 


3*Op D*n 

p«ab 160 

? 3*E 0*103 

n3i©n 56 


25 a 3?*3D 

'N313TD3 172 


”«7T 57 


25 a 27*30 

dVt© 173 

n*op E*rt 

KpDE3 64 


l*p 0*103 

'N31303 I 74 

w*op c*n 

p«a 64 


25 b r* 3 D 

'N3i3o: —n©o 176 

*7lb 0*103 

7131©T131 65 

i*Vi 

'n ; 47 a 3*n 

nobn 178 

N*Op E*71 

KpCE31 66 


3*3 «7*3 

'N313TD3 178 


713!©TQ 74 


3*3 *7*3 

'N31302—onao 182 


ontoo©! 74 


3*3 b*a 

'N71 182 


«3n© 76 


3*’p n*© 

rrnno 183 


7131©T131 91 


?1*7© 33D3 

"NTT 183 


p«an 94 


3*3 *7*3 

'W13E3 183 

3*' /« i*©n 

mplDD31 104 


I, 7 ©*© 

7102 185 

0*3 0*03 

«rDD31 109 


I, 9 ©*© 

07130 189 

3*Op D*H 

p'30« I 09 


I, IO tO*U3 

7T3rD 190 

l*b —3**7 0*103 

pNaf? no 


12 d a*n 

ni3^i3i 190 

N*Op E*71 

ini—onVw©©! 114 


71*3 «7*3 

«3n© 191 

i*n n*© 

nmn im 114 

n*o 

'71 ; 12 b 3 *rt 

nV?13331 nipDD31 193 


"K71 115 


13 a a*n 

niplDE31 193 


116 



7!3!©n31 195 

N*i 0*103 

NpDD31 124 


/« «*© 

195 

71*Dp D*n 

1*31—’313©1 124 


i*op n*© 

N317T 196 

3**7 0*103 

rfo*©© 124 

?3*o 

'n ;i 2 c a*7i 

mVl 3331 199 


N3*3© 124 


1 In his 

commentary. 

2 Comp. ©*©, 

I, 18 - 19 . 
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"«n 

260 


naaonna 

199 

I, 69 Vow 

rrnno 

264 

I, IO TZ?te? 

Date? ra 

199 

29 a r*-c 

'N3VITD2 

266 

ate b*a 

MpD'Daa 

200 


"NH 

267 


roaonia 

200 


n'nno 

267 

a'a V'a 

"«n 

20a 


'Nn 

268 


mro 

201 


nnyo 

268 

a'a V'a 

onoy 

202 


NTTO 

268 

atep nte? 

”WT 

203 


>wn 

268 

1*7 nte? 

o-ios 

203 


rrnno 

269 

'a te ; 13 d ate 

napacci 

204 


napacDua nos 

270 


nos 

204 


mpiDDn 

270 

o**p nte? 

"wn 

204 

28 b yteD 

’Naa-toa 

270 

I, 5 wte? 

’Naraoa 

204 

28 a avaao 

note 

270 

'a 'n ; 13 d ate 

nabaiaia naparcaa 

206 


"wn 

271 


— owe ’no— 


29 a 

waDa 

272 

I, 3 0*0 

Nnaaan 

207 


««n 

275 

ate te ;i2c ate 

nabanaaa napaccaa 

211 

? VTHC 2 

myo 

275 


nos 

211 


’wn 

275 


rrnno 

211 

? rvnoa 

nnrD 

276 

ite ,'n ,12 c ate 

nabaiaaa 

211 


"«n 

276 

nte bte 

"N71 

212 


note 

276 


'NTT 

215 


onor 

277 

26 b yteo 

’Kaa-ioa 

218 


««n 

277 

ote bte 

>«n 

222 

ate b*a 

"«n 

278 

b'p cte 

Dnteooa 

235 

11 a 2*10 

Date? 

281 

0*33 nte? 

onteooa 

235 

itep o'aoa 

HpCD3 

281 

23a ; 1 yte? 

onteooa 

235 

a*bp cte 

p«a 

287 

23a ;2 yte? 

DnbNOoa 

235 


"KTl 

288 

23b ;3 yte? 

■oya 

236 


”an 

288 

23 b ; 6 yte? 

onteooa 

236 

'l '*3 ,'t y /f 'lD 

’Naano: 

289 

25 b ji 8 yte 

onteooa 

236 


pNab 

289 

26 a j 20 yte? 

an 

237 

rrte: a'a 

TOD 

301 

26 a ; 21 yte? 

Dnteoo 

237 


"«n 

304 

26 b 527 yte 

ana 

238 


p»ab 

306 

=7 a !35?'® 

rmcoa 

238 


jaw 

310 

27 b ; 37 y'e 

onteowa 

239 

ate 

note 

310 


. pw 

24a 

n^srp a'a 

Dntewi 

316 


’«n 

248 

rrtep a*a 

booaa 

316 


Nrano 

248 


wpDDia 

3*7 


"Nn n 

249 


1 'KH 

337 


’naanoa 

249 


'«n 

339 

? aoaTEi 

"«n 

252 


p«a 

34i 


n’nno 

258 


p«a 

343 


"«n 

253 

p« ,-p-ay 

"«n 

347 

156 nte 

"wn 

253 




103 nte 

”«n 

257 


Are the following five quotations taken from R. Hai’s commentary on Shabbat? 
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nn&pn nso w 


HnHYjm 82 


”HTT 8 

wwnn 84 

8« 

"wn 9 

•tonorc 86 

f po*inS 'n norrVo 

NTlVQ'tD II 

HVTO 86 

'id ptrnp 


Vd ["an] vmvh 87 

18 = 

17 

nnco uon p 105 


18 

s wwi:n 124 

, KVQ Mil ,'DD^N 

"NH 24 

125 


1 rviso 53 

126 


puV 71 

,n*p a*n 'MTim 126 

24 = 

76 

wnwnnD 78 


rm* “isd 

pm (d 


114, 128 

l^TDp ¥2 

cuvon 22 

8 "NTT 137, 138 


25 

8 ”«n 149 


8, «n 26 

8 "NTT 154 

II, 44 n'cn 

wr 28 

nanD'n 166 

II, 46 V'rcn 

8 kvto 74 

myovy* 166 

'a ,'n ,:"n 

rvo*n 85, 86 

*'wn 262 

-t'a DUpi oyto 

ioj 


The second list illustrates the Italian school by references to 
the ^ 35 ? by Zedekiah dei Mansi. In this list and the 
third, special devices have been adopted for two purposes. 
A cross ( +) indicates that the Responsa cited are not by Geonim, 
but by old French and Italian authorities, called Geonim by 
courtesy. Again, when there are doubts as to the origin of the 
Responsa with actual Geonim or Geonim by courtesy, a query is 
put against the citation. 

1 In his commentary on Baba Batra. 

9 In his treatise on Witnesses ? 

8 Compare Halberstam’s remarks. 

4 Comp. Tosafot on Baba Batra , 10 b, catchword D':vby, who quoted it from 
R. Hananel’s commentary. 

5 Comp, above, pp. 171-2. 

e In this collection, as in Harkavy 199, the responsum is ascribed to R. Hai. 
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ITALIAN 

SCHOOL. 



Zedekiah dei Mansi. 






NT1® 13 

i*i:p a*a 

'N 3 Y 1 TD 3 I 

n* 3 p a*n 

nox 13 

9 

pwabi I 

+ 

6 o' 3 iMan 14 


ooiwn 3 


7 001M3^ 14 


niarora 3 

22 b D 11 D 

'NTT 14 

i*op :*a 

’N 311 B 3 3 

+ 

001 15 

+ 

1 p«ai 6 

9 

8 ooiwb 16 

ten ,-piy 

moo 7 


rriyo 16 

+ 

DoiMaV 7 

1,31 ;S9 vfv 

ooiaa^ 17 

4 b y*iD 

DOINJn 7 

a*n 

ooiNab 18 

+ 

ooiwn 7 


p«ai 19 


*’WT 8 

II, 11,12 i*«?n 

'«n 19 


9 >«iim 8 

33 *p n*N '*31 TITD 

’lOte 20 

+ 

8 p«ai 8 

58 a DUD 

"WT 20 

+ 

ooiHam 9 

'3 n*a 

ooiNan 21 

+ 

4 ooiwn 9 

'*1 nnco 

22 

47 b D 1313 ,TD*N 1 

9 


9 mSD —131 22 

i ia, yi*c; II, 221*100 

'**31103 10 

58 a DTID 

22 

b'a 

ooiwan 11 

? 

0 

Cl 

1 

3*2? D*n 

^*03 II 


pHaVi 22 

+ 

ooiwab 12 

+ 

23 

4 b-5 a y*iD 

oioy 13 


pwab 23 

i* 3 i 'n ,:*n 

pcr »3 13 


^oowab 24 

58 a DUD 

5 wno3 13 

44 a DTID 

plS ]H 3 25 

4 b y*iD 

rriTD 13 


1 Not a Babylonian authority, the prayer obiyb is of Palestinian origin, comp. 
Ratner, t'ihn, Berakot , 199-200, and Tur , Orah Hayyim , 46. 

2 Comp. 0, S.j p. 273, n., where D^pmi is used by R. Hai, and R. E. J. f 
LIV, 195. 

8 Is hardly a Babylonian Gaon, the explanation shows the influence of 
mysticism; comp. Pardes , 57 d-58 a. 

4 German authorities, as indicated by the name mim 1*3 pnx' 'i. 

5 The text of te*3® is to be amended in accordance with Pardes and Vten, I, 52. 

* Italian authorities; R. Daniel is the brother of R. Nathan b. Jehiel, comp, 
above, p. 179, n. 1. 

7 Comp. Ratner, v*irw, Berakot , 51-2. 

• Comp. Tur, Orah Hayyim , 66, and the authorities given in Bet Yosef, ad loc. 

9 This passage is undoubtedly of Geonic origin; perhaps a literal quotation 
from R. Hai’s Seder. 

10 Comp. Tur; Bet Yostf ; Orah Hayyim , 594, and I, 30. 
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2 *D 0*103 

cowan 45 

'a :*n 

warrca 25 


cowan 46 

35 b 3 ?*TD 

1 jna 28 

i*d 'n ,a*n 

nibna 46 

60 d DTID 

>wn 28 

©*p n*tr 

cowan 46 

II, 42 -i*©n 

»wn 28 

II, 9 b i*k 

cowan 46 

19 a v*-id 

01V© no 28 


[pis] 47 


fwai 28 

l*Op 0*103 

mn© 48 

37 b y*-iD 

cioy 29 

0*^1 n*iD 

cowam 49 

ai»*-in c"n nnw no 

p»ai 29 

b*p D*n 

W 3 TOM 49 


9 p«a 3a 

25 a 3 ?*TD 

9 cib© 50 

t*a ,a*n 

W3n©3 31 

25 a 3 ?*td 

10 Nonoa 50 


8 cnoy 32 

26 a 3 ?*TD 

11 0202? 51 

29 a y*nD 

cnoy 33 

25 b y*nD mi 

ntoo 'i 51 

+ 

paabi 33 


W 31 HD 3 

+ 

pwb 33 

26 b y*1D 

Dior 52 


wnrr 33 

i*o 'n 3 *n ; 12 c a*n 

rvobnai 52 

■1*2? b*a 

cowan 34 

TD*Xp CTO? 

coiwan 53 

29 a j*td 

waiioa 35 

38 a DTID 

cowan 53 

n*p ,:*a 

w;noa 35 

l*TDp rfxo 

12 wnrr 53 

18 cowan 54 

+ 

*pw 37 
5w »n 37 

1*3 * 3*3 

Dior 54 

? 

p«a 37 

9 d dtid noipb 

coiNan 56 

14 b »*-id 

6 cnoy 38 

2 * 2 ? b *3 

wn 57 

n*Dp D*n 

trawab 38 

29 a y*ic 

W 3 Y 103 57 


7 maiona 38 


,4 oobD 58 

N*bp n*a 

*wn 39 

nbao ,n*D *)*n 

warraa 59 

i*y b*a 

"«n 39 

? 

ooiNab 59 

+ 

□owan 41 

'p a*n 

paa 60 

n*o ,a*n 

8 wane: 42 

i*op D*n 

no:? 62 

n*n n*© 

wanoa 44 

+ 

cowan 63 

ra© norrbo p*on 

3 *E W 1 

NTT© 45 

1 Comp, above, p. 150, 

n. 1. 

9 Comp. D*n, 190. 



3 Not in the Seder, neither in 24 a nor 29 a. 

4 Later than R. Hai whose opinion is quoted. 

5 In his commentary on Berakot ? 

6 Our text of the Seder has a different wording. MSS. S and 0 agree with the 
printed text. 

7 The version of the bn'ao is essentially different from that given in 3?'-©, 11 a, 
and Pardee, 56 b ; comp. 0. S., p. 49, and Additions. 

8 This responsum is ascribed to R. Nahshon in a*n; comp, also above, 119, n. 3. 

9 The version of bn*!© agrees with that in dtid, 55 d, and not with $*td. 

10 Comp, dtid, 55 d, and 0*10, 120. 

11 NntDiTp in is not Kiddush but the rn® pro rom. 

19 In n*© it is ascribed to R. Hai. 

18 Comp. Tur, Orah Hayyim, 271. 

14 Comp. , II, 1 ; Tur, Orah Hayyim , 283. 
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7 a DUD "NTT 103 

31 b y*io ’H37 itd3 104 

HnbNtt 8 77ibii3 106 

38 b DUD K77 108 

wan 108 

41 C DT1D ’N77 109 

? D']iwn no 

D07Mb na 
I, 3 ®*® 9 ’"UD^D 114 

I , 43 "«n 115 

D’min 115 

II, 99 ®*® "«n 115 

10 a 3 *n rro'ffm 115 

7*3 b *3 DlOy 116 

9 a 3*77 'NTKT Il6 

7*0 b*i DOTMb n 6 

i *3 nmbNtt? wh 116 

i*d Vi ;9d 3*77 nrobrTi 117 

D' 37 wn 117 

n*2Jp n* 7 « 170 007 N 37 Il8 

8d 3*77 '«i7 tv 120 

77*0 b *3 10 "lOSD 120 

7*3 b *3 0 ' 37 N 377 1 23 

71*0 b *3 'Miirr 126 

n*y® 11 77731377 ny® ocn p 126 

II, 56 1*®77 0'37«3H 126 

DnVmzrcn 127 

n*c© 0731377 ny® ocn p 127 

®*r® 17731377 ny® OD 77 p 127 

7 c 3 *n nisbm 127 

1*3 '77 7 a 3*77 n 73 b 777 128 

"N 77 73'317 128 

007 N 377 I30 

3 *d® niDian ny® ocn p 131 

II, 10 Vo®M 0'37N3 i J 136 


o*d 'n, 3*77 

1 D 07 M 377 66 
n 73*>77 67 

+ 

a O' 37 W 37 70 

? 

□' 37 M 377 71 

3*3 0*703 

007 N 377 72 

+ 

. pW 7 77 

+ 

] 7 H 37 77 

n*D 7777 DO 

irrm 78 

? 

DOTH* 79 

+ 

* pM 37 79 

+ 

p »37 80 

®*bp D *.1 

'WTirr 83 

®*bp D *77 

pW 31 83 
'N 17 IT 83 

? 

D'37K377 83 

®*bp D *77 

U 077 P 84 

®* 2 J®, 3*3 

pH 37 84 
’M 1777 ' 86 

7 *D V* 3 

4 ««n 88 

1*n 71*0 

"wn 89 

+ 

J 7 H 37 90 
D' 37 M 377 9a 

H *31 77 *® 

007 N 377 94 

®*P 7*0 

|7N3b7 95 
p «3 97 

30 a y*iD 

07 b® 98 

1*7 7*0 

D' 37 N 377 99 

30 a y*iD 

D 7 b® 99 

31 a y*iD 

’N 31103 IOI 

31 a y*iD 

cioy ioi 

32 d y*io 

HV 1 ® IOI 
®*}D 7 ’ IOI 
fl oioy 102 

42 b y*io 

p 712 103 

II, 53 a i7®y 

7 '737 rp 7 ' 103 


1 Comp. Tur , Ora/i Hayyim , 291. 2 Comp, ibid., 382. 

• Comp. Ref Yostf, Orah Hayyim , 301 end. 

4 The view ascribed to R. Hai in b *3 is opposed to that ascribed to him 
in b 7 i* 3 ®. 5 Comp. Muller, Mafteah , 80. 

6 Comp, above, p. 147. 7 Read W3W 10 13 pN3 Fp7' 'i. 

• Read mVii 3 777337737 77 inbN ®3 and comp. 3*77, 9b; ed. Hildesheimer, 67. 

• Ibn Gajat quotes it on the authority of R. Hai, but R. Hai uses the words 

□OTTDNV! D’ 37 N 377 . 

10 Comp, also Coronel, 57. 

11 Published in Bet Talmud , vol. III. 

I O 
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im ,-py 

DlS® 1© 166 
"NTT 166 

+ 

D'jvun 167 

# op 'n ;a8 a'n 

rvobna 171 

D # n am 

[pis] pm jna 171 

? 

T Duwan 171 

la'-in 'n ; 15 c :*n 

'HTTP 17a 

i #, p o # Toa 

•cuwan 17a 

+ 

□’awn 173 

TD^p 'n ,a'n 

'01 rvoVra 174 
D'aiwan 175 
o'awan 175 

+ 

O'awan 176 

a #, p ,0*103 

[pis] pm pD 176 

V'd-i 

pTS 178 

n # Dp e # n 

wna'noo 178 
*«n 179 

+ 

O'awan 179 

'd mnVH© 

w?n 181 

+ 

tfaw:^ 18a 
•onoy 184 

n* op a # a 

ou wan 197 

Q # p 'n ,a # n 

O'aiwan aoi 

II, 53 c 1TO 

I'aipT* jro aoi 

40 b r # -o 

D'awan aoa 

i # op 'n ; 30 a a'n 

maSnai aoa 

D'a^wan aoa 

II, 146 "itdVi 

"«n 303 

+ 

D':t«an 303 

? 

o'awab 309 

II, a6 

mnittna an 

rf© 

l0/ i 3 a p©na an 

II, 34 

pwab aia 
pNai aia 

+ 

mawo 313 


33» » TO 

o-ioy 137 

H 0t yp ,a # n 

O'awan 140 

n, ia Vow 

pttai 140 

33 b 

mm 141 

1*3 a # n 

1 o , awan 14a 

iVS n'© 

wo»noo 144 

aVS n # © 

Hnyntao 144 

Vb mrforo 

wro* 144 
o'awan 145 

+ 

D'awan 145 

36 a y # -c 

crras 147 

*o # -in ,'n ,a'n 

wnn* 147 

n*o *3 # a 

’H-nn* 147 

14a* 

’Kama 148 

***-© 

o-nap 150 

l'Dp D # n 

"Hn 15a 

153 

onta 153 

# pw 155 

i # Dp D # n 

4 'n>«o 156 

II, 109 XD*V 

8 nos 156 

II, X09 

•wn 156 

37 b p'td 

9 mm 157 

o'p n'© 

O'aiKan 158 

Saadyana, 59 

mso 161 

a # D n # © 

"an 161 

+ 

nuicna 161 

-i*Vp 'n ;aab a'n 

noVrai 161 

a # 2f n *xo 

*»n 16a 
DWHib 16 a 

c # i n # © 

ouwa^ 16a 


««n 16a 

n'a-i i'o 

'131 wn 163 

n*Dn n'© 

o’awan 164 

a*D"i n # © 

o’ai«a^ 165 


1 In to'a®, 148, ascribed to R. Natronai; comp, also Tur, Yoreh Deah f 401. 
a Comp. Marx, Untersuchungen , ao. 

3 R. Samuel b. Hofni? Comp. 79 and Mafteah , 171. 

4 Comp, above, p. 43, note. 5 Comp, above, p. 43, n. 

8 Comp, above, p. 147, n. a. 

7 I doubt whether this Responsum is Geonic; notice especially the use of 
the word o'aan. 

8 Comp. I, 6. • Comp, above, p. 153, n. 1. 

10 Read pm instead of pnar, and comp, above, p. 143, n. 1. 
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II, 120 d i'n 

8 nmrr 267 

i # op 'n ;3ob a'n 

rvoVn bra 217 


myc 267 

r'in 'n; 137 c a # n 

217 

?rvno 

267 


1 crnHan 217 

-i*d n*i 

267 

+ 

oowan 220 

220 a 

rra’iKan 267 

i # Dp n # © 

o* 3 i*on 220 


pHab 268 

N*Dp 'n ;36a a # n 

nabna 227 

6c a # n 

rroVn 268 

« # cp 'n ;36a a # n 

«r*p 228 

44 a dtid 

•'WT 268 


p«ai 229 

44 a DT 1 E 

'01 Dfoy 268 

l'yp 'n 536b a'n 

rvoVn 237 

267 — 

"HH 269 


oavon 242 

45 a 

0*31*0 269 


ortHwn 243 


toiotq 270 

+ 

oawan 246 


1# oioy 270 

? 

jvoS 247 

+ 

o* 3 i*on 271 


3 ki**P 248 

'p ,a'n 

273 

c'n 

pis jna 248 

n*o 

vmrp 276 

+ 

oavon 249 

If 25 

*nh 278 

h 0 *q npn 

8 rmyo 252 

1 ,42 

mro 281 


crow: 1 ? 254 

46 b J?*TD 

DTOP 281 

II, 2 tow 

4 pwn 254 

I, 42 

"wn 281 

+ 

□'3WJH 254 

I'Dp nvs' 'd 0V0-0 

m:'® 1 282 

a # a?p D # n 

•oavon 254 

rr*i nio tooan 'i 

11 0*3 von 283 


0*31*0 257 

281 - 

may—myo 284 

n # ap n # © 

6 WTO 258 

i'd 

, 2 HrQ'nn un 285 

III, 9 c cm dw 

'NTT 258 

I, 44 v 0 v 

13 oavon 286 

+ 

o* 3 wan 258 

I, 43 

18 "wn 287 

a # a 

o* 3 i*on 259 


myo 287 

I, 22 w 0 ^ 

p*ob 259 

50 a y'lD 

o* 3 Von 288 

I, 21 TD*© 

p*on 259 

50 a 3 ? # TD 

'M 3 VUC 3 288 

i # o ninW 

MHM 260 

?a # D D # im 

pOTO 288 

norn rfn 

pwab 261 

i # cp mrforo 

>vm 290 


0*3 von 261 

+ 

oavon 295 


o*3i*oS 263 

TTnoa 

"HTT 295 

i # y n # © 

7 pis jro 263 

+ 

,4 o* 3 von 296 

I, 50 

oawan 266 


1 Oomp. II, 108-9, and G. 5 ., p. 185. 

2 Not found in our two versions of a'n. 

8 Oomp. Parties , 48 a tvisv m ^ ton, accordingly not the Gaon R. Saadia. 

4 Comp, also Alfasi, Ta'anit ,. .. and bra*©, 261. 

5 Comp. G. S., p. 263. 6 Comp, above, p. 104, n. 1. 

7 In n*w ascribed to R. Hai. 

* Comp. Muller, Handschriftliche Jehudai, &c., 11, and G . S., p. 263. 

• Comp. O'ny, 252 and 288. lf Comp, above, p. 141. 

11 Comp. Jerusalem, VII, 167. 

13 = "ntt '"i, comp. I, 42. 18 Comp. G, 8 ., 261. 

14 Comp. Parties, 44 c. 

0 2 
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9 wviw 344 

+ 

D'aawn 344 

I, 4a 

,# D’ 3 iwn 345 

+ 

D'aawn 346 


D'aawn 346 

'n ; 42 b a'n 

D':iwn 347 


D'aawn 347 


raaabn 347 


D'aawn 348 

+ 

D'aawn 350 

22 0 DTID 

D'aawn 350 

;i*a 'n ; 41 d a'n 

'HTn* 352 


“crown 353 

aoa ;3 y*© 

D'aawn 354 

i # d ,« # nn ,p'o-i 

p«a 355 


D'aawn 355 

+ 

D'aawn 357 

+ 

crown 357 

'n ; 42 c a*n 

rrobn 360 


D'aawn 362 


"«n 362 

+ 

D'aawn 364 

'n ;42 a a'n 

nasbna 365 

22 b DT® 

pwba 366 

22 b ; 13 y # © 

u 'Hn 370 

22 a ;5 y'© 

jaw 370 

22a ;3 y*© 

^aw 371 

22 b ; 12 y # © 

*HTirp 373 

22 b ; 11 y # © 

“P">* ;ro 373 

a'p 'n ,a'n 

nos 374 

'n ,a'n 

Dab© 374 

a # p 'n ; 24 a a*n 

'«nm 374 

n*o b'a 

'wnrr 374 

'r ,a'a n'on ,n*« ,tuq 

pwb 374 


NYV 376 


48 b J? # TD 

nr©'} 296 

44 d DTID 

D'aawn 297 

t # D ra*© 

*Nn 299 


1 nnan» 299 

D # p 'n 532 b afn 

2 rrobrm 303 

«*3© ,n'© 

crown 307 

D # p 'n ; 32 b af n 

raaabn 308 

3 # © ,n'© 

’wn© 308 


8 'wnrr 309 

a'op 'n 532 d a'n 

'warr 311 

I, 89 ©'© 

*«n 314 

© # © ,ra # © 

vaa-aiDa 314 

1,100 ©*© 

*a©bD 315 

n*Dp 'n ;33<* a # n 

rrobn 315 

a'© ra'© 

D'aawn 317 


4 "an 322 

? 

c^awn 323 

II, 107 ©'© 

"«n 325 

+ 

□'aawn 327 

n # © n'© 

Dab© 328 

50 b j?'td 

*0T» 328 

II, 42 d tbs 

mro 328 

□© THD? 

*«n 328 

50 b ?'lD 

n©bo 328 

34 c a'n 

naabn 328 


* D'aawn 328 

+ 

D'aawn 330 

i'© ra'© 

7 oab© 330 

a # 3© n'© 

D'aawb 330 

I, n6d n # « 

n **n 331 

+ 

D'aawn 332 

II, 42 i'©n 

naaa©na 333 

nbao rjao rfn 

8 P*« 333 

a'o nara Ffn 

"Mn 340 

i*b raanba© 

wr« 342 


1 Not in the HcUakot Gedolot. 

2 Comp. Hildesheimer, ad loc. 

3 Our versions of the a # n read differently. 

4 Comp. G. S. t 310, and n # N, I, 113 e. 

5 The Seder is also the source for 'I 7 /ur, ... • Comp. bn*a©, ai6, 27a 

7 n*© has only an extract of this Responsum. 

8 R. Amram in his Seder, 51 a, differs from this view. 

• Comp, above, p. 194, n. 1. 10 The author is R. Hai. 

11 This is the Responsum to which reference is made in bn'a©, 357. 

12 Comp, to, II, 123. 12 Read with : na*,©raaa. 
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I, 114 b Tw 

'2 cn p 393 


>rpp 376 

10*3 , 1*2 

D'aiNan 395 


*Nn 381 

no'pn 'n ; 128 a 

ni3*jn 395 

+ 

□uwan 381 

1*3 , 2*2 

D^vun 398 

3 # D D # n 

‘wirr 381 

+ 

398 

II, 26 d -mcy 

*tmw 382 


rvoVrra 399 

II, 86 bi3®« 

O'aiMan 383 

N # 3 p a'n 

nox 399 

3 *D Dfn 

383 

fc *3 J *2 

o»awan 399 

3 ”0 D # n 

oiS© 383 


D’awan 399 

2*2 ,a # rr 

•wtoh 383 

+ 

D» 3 iwn 399 


4 o-ray 383 


irobn 400 

2 'ap 

itox 384 

* 3*3p a'n 

o'aiaan 400 

I, 46 

rpv 384 

n^n 'n ; 130 a a'n 

•JUU 400 

I, 47 *1*OT1 

rittn 384 


408 

('Hb'n) 383 = 

rca+o' 385 


0'3 , ttun 408 

258 = 

"«n 386 

The third list illustrates the French school by 

means of the 

*mro; quotations from y'no not described 
disregarded. 

FRENCH SCHOOL. 

ntw nitnto 

as such aro 

25 a r*TD 

'N 313 TD 3 8l 

8 '3 '0 ,y # 3 D 

’WT«22 5 

25 a y'-© 

oi*jw 81 

14 b y *id 

7 DTD 3 8 

+ 

8 'nwD 81 

4 b y'-© 

ptrna 8 

25 b y*-© 

moo 83 

11 a y*iD 

’H 3 V 1 TD 3 23 

25 b y*TD 

’WlltM 83 

11 a y # TD 

m 23 

1 ”2 a'n 

'MT11D3 87 

24 b y'-© 

'N 3 T 11 D 3 23 

+ 

D^iwn 91 

^c*i ,jny 

rroo 23 

II, 40 iTwn 

ontowt 91 

14 b 

nos 25 

28 a y # -iD 

oito 91 

'2f 

orforcroi 26 

29 a y^TD 

’H 31 TO 3 93 

'1 '0 ,y # TD 

•rate 29 

29 a y^iD 

'K 31 TO 3 94 

'n 'd ,y'-© 

’ 3'3 32 

9 i'd nto 

p«a 94 

i # 3 ni 333 *)'n 

50 

29 a y # TD 

'H 313 B 3 98 

11 a y # TD 

’«an ®3 50 

11 a y # TD 

Dlb© 99 

? 

O'aiNarr 50 


1 In rfvs, 153, ascribed to R. Hai, but I, 45, agrees with VrfaiD. 

2 In the 'Itfur, ascribed to R. Hai. 

3 The words mnrrai—pi are in the wrong place, they belong after mirro rram. 

4 Comp, above, p. 151, n. 1, and Vow, II, 86. * Comp. I, 5. 

‘ = Marx, Untersuchungen, &c. 7 DC ? 

8 Comp. Hurwitz, ad loc.; there can be no doubt that this mystical passage is 
not of Geonic origin. 9 Comp, also D'ny, 260. 
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I ,mrn 

"Hn 231 



O’awan 104 

35 b y # -o 

fro 232 


JVm ,-]ny 

D’a’Kan 104 

35 a y'a d 

Ytobi 233 


S'p a'n 

D'awan 105 

'o ,y*TD 

rvoTO' 233 


c'n 

ontowan 107 

35 b y*TD 

nwar 233 


11 a y # -© 

D-ioy 108 


D'aiwn 234 


30 a y'-© 

DI^D III 

'n ; 44 a-43 c a # n 

rvoVn 242 


+ 

1 D'ai«an 114 




31 a y'-© 

oV>© 115 


'■oi mabno'i 244 


31 b y # -© 

Nanoa 117 

20b ;9 

C' 3 i«an 247 


32 a y # "© 

WnTD 3 119 

n'o ,«>'a 

'Ntitp 249 

o'yp 

'n ; 35 c a'n 

>«-nrr 139 

I, 14-15 Vrcn 

'«-nrr 251 


n"o b'a 

wirr 146 

a # y o'naa 

7 ;TOna 251 


? 

D'awan 179 


'Kb'n 255 

a # rp 

'n 534d a'n 

nobna 194 

8 ony© 

*'«n 255 

-i'yp 

'n ;34 d a'n 

a'm 194 


9 ’NTirp 261 


n'a mntoro 

nanWa 194 


TOD^D 261 


36 a y'-© 

DlV© 202 

H # op 'n a # n 

19 ;ro pis 268 


n-'o ^a 

»WTirr 203 

-Ta rwrbwo 

*nmt 272 


36 b y'-© 

□toy 208 

I, 99 

D';wan 276 


37 a r'-© 

'N 3 YTO 3 208 

n*3 f n 57a a # n 

rvoVn 278 


i'd 

2 mnb««? 211 


11 D'aiKan 278 


37 b y'-© 

JH3 211 

II, 103 w'w 

D'avun 279 


to'p D'n 

8 D'3tNan 212 

a'op 'n ;29 d a'n 

win’ 279 


37 a y'-© 

moy 213 

n'op 'n ,a'n 

12 nos 280 



4 'NTKT 213 

o'p 'n ,a'n 

'«arno 3 281 


II, 109 

213 

o # p 'n ,a # n 

■nyi 281 


n'* 'o y'-© 

ntro 214 

a'op 'n 529 d a'n 

"run 281 


43 b y^D 

'N 3 VUD 3 228 

26 b y'-© 

o-tny 284 


43 b y'-© 

6 moy 229 


1 Not Geonic, comp, above, p. 193, 1 .27. 

2 Not a verbal quotation. 

3 The author is R. Natronai, comp, above, p. 43, note. 

4 Read 'WTO] in agreement with ©*© 1 . c. and other authorities. 

6 Hurwitz is mistaken in maintaining that R. Nathan in his 'Aruk } s. v. too, 
ascribes this view to K. Zemah. 

6 MS. S of the Seder has likewise oru and not am as printed text. 

7 In : 'wniM; comp, above, p. 149. 

* Comp. bn'iQj 16a ; if not for this statement of brr'ro I would be inclined to 
ascribe this Responsum to R. Hai b. David, the contemporary of R. Hilai, and 
not to R. Hai b. Sherira, who according to Mordecai, Pesahim , 583, holds an 
opposite view. 

9 In ascribed to R. Matthetias. 

1# Read pis fro. 11 nwonn ? 

12 Read « 3 'h; in V, 100 and rftr, 10a: nos without the name of his 
father and accordingly one of the Geonim. 
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O'awan 

53 a 

?36a y'-© 

353 

rrvs' 'd wnca 

•myo 

556 

'n ; 37 c-38 b a'n 

’«Tirr 356 

n a a'n 

mabna 

587 

a'ap-Vap 



2 ”«n 

59 i 

K # 3 p 

2 Dwan 365 


□'awan 

608 

50 a y'-iD 

'NariTDa 374 



612 

n'o 'n ,a # n 

'atirp 382 


10 mrD 

614 

46 b y # iD 

ma’®' 387 

n'o ,b*i 

wirr 

623 

a* 3 in 'n ,a # n 

•neto 387 

n'o ,«,'a 

mn 

623 


n’TTD 388 

52 b y*TD 

D’21Wn 

624 

'rr ; 31 d-33a a'n 

jroV»n 409 

22 b ;n 

□’awan 

624 

n*Dp-n*:p 



11 Dwan 

637 

I, 24 -I'rcri 

wim 414 


12 MTUD 

640 

I, 24-35 -i'©n 

'*nvr 416 


12 

640 


4 rvobra 423 

td # 3-i 'n ; 46 d a'n 

’Niirr 

642 

a"’® n'rc 

Dn‘?NU?tt) , i 433 


13 onoy 

642 

a'yp 'rr ; 34 c a'n 

wirr 435 

696. a'n 

rvobnai 

644 


8 o»awan 435 

II, 37 Vl 3 W 

D':i«an 

652 

50 b y* 3 D 

437 

'rr ; 126 d a'n 

D’awan 

740 

42 b y'-o 

pns 440 

III, 48 Vow 

*Nn 

754 


8 ot 3y 445 


jwan 

755 

3 'in a'n 

7 >WTirr 458 


14 '*mrr 

787 

29 a y*iD 

D-ioy 463 




jits’'d ttmoa 

nnyc 519 


1 The passage of the Seder is quoted literally on p. 202, and it seems there¬ 
fore that the source for the Responsum given on p. 353 is another one 
than the Seder. 

2 In t\"w ascribed to R. Hai, but comp, above, p. 195, n. 8. 

3 In a*n anonymously. 

4 Neither in a'n I, nor in a'n II. 

5 Comp. G. S. 9 pp. 309-10. 

6 Not in the printed text of the Seder nor in the MSS. 

7 Comp. Hildesheimer, ad loc.; our text reads differently. 

• Comp. Albargeloni, pits’'d 'e, 177 and 341. 

9 Comp. 6, where this Responsum is made use of. 

10 In his code, comp, above, p. 165. 

11 Comp. G. S. f 250. 

12 Comp. Auerbach, in his commentary on II, .82. 

18 Comp, above, p. 151. 

14 Neither in a'n I, nor in a'n II. 
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The Importance of the Geonic Responsa. 

Defective and incomplete as is the state of the 
Responsa transmitted to us, so must be our judgment of 
their value. From Rabbi Shashna, about 680, until 
the death of Rabbi Hai in 1038, about eighty Geonim 
officiated as such, but barely more than a third are repre¬ 
sented in our Responsa literature 1 , and yet it is hardly 
open to a doubt that, if not all, at least a large majority 
of them must have given written expression of one 
kind or another to their views upon religious questions. 
But even of the Geonim from whom Responsa have come 
down to us, we know only one side of their activity, and 
of that side not enough to furnish grounds for an impartial 
and adequate judgment of their place in Jewish develop¬ 
ment. I^Jbhe Responsa Collections available at the present 
day. the Geonim appear as Halakists exclusively 2 . Even 
the few Responsa that deal with Haggadic material touch 
upon it merely in the course of explanations of Talmudic 
passages. Thus what we know of the Geonim in relation 
to the Haggadah is not their independent view, but only 
their activity as commentators. And yet it was precisely 
in the domain of the Haggadah, in other words, in theology, 
religious philosophy, and related subjects, that the Geonim 
made no attempt to harmonise their views with those of 
the Talmud; their purpose was simply to explain the 
Talmud regardless of their own predilections. “Know 
that we are not, like some others, in the habit of explaining 
any matter apologetically, in contradiction to the real 


1 Almost all are on record in Muller; the only ones to be added are 
the two Geonim by the name of Kimoi, whose Responsa are found in an 
anonymous Halakic treatise published in J. Q. R ., IX, 681-761 (comp, 
above, p. 104, n. 1), and Rabbi Hezekiahben Samuel, who, to be sure, was 
not actually a Gaon; comp, above, p. 7, n. 1. 

8 p% 15, is surely not a Responsum, and its Geonic origin is very 
doubtful. 
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meaning of him from whom it proceeds. We will there¬ 
fore expound to thee the opinion of the Tanna, his real 
meaning and his true purpose, without pledging ourselves 
for the correctness of the assertion made by him.” These 
words of Eabbi Hai who, in opposition to Rabbi Saadia 
and the philosophising school that followed him as its 
head, insisted upon an unbiassed explanation of the views 
of earlier teachers, characterise not only his own intel¬ 
lectual attitude, but also the spirit prevailing in the 
Academies so long as they remained untouched by alien 
influences. At the same time, his words make apparent 
how difficult it is to reach a knowledge of what the actual 
views of the Geonim themselves were. And yet, if any 
doubt had been entertained as to the theological trend of 
the discussions in some of the Responsa of the Geonim, 
it would have been dispelled by the list of Responsa printed 
in Ttcbv r6np, 69-70, containing twenty-eight items, almost 
all of a theological nature 2 . In that batch there were 
Responsa on the translation of Elijah and of Enoch, on 
Shabuot as the Feast of Revelation, on the suffering Messiah 
of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, on the death of the 
Messiah referred to in Zechariah xii. 16, and on many other 
interesting points, not one of which has been preserved 
in the Responsa literature now known to us. A com¬ 
parison of Responsa lists in n rbw r6np with our available 
Responsa Collections, leaves no room for doubt as to the 
guiding principle adopted for the latter. It was plainly 
intended that they should consist of Halakic and Talmudic 
material exclusively. This is the only possible explanation 

1 99. The expression men 1 ? is probably an imitation of the Talmudic 

vnrw ra by men 5 ? in Giftin 7 17 a; comp. 'Aruk, s. v. lmnw ni and Fjn. 

* It will not do, of course, to assign all these Responsa to the end of 
the Gaonate and ascribe them to Rabbi Hai. In fact, the list is headed 
trouo 5 ?. It is noteworthy that the first list, i'd-'i, deals with difficult 
chronological problems in the Holy Scriptures, some of them being 
the data used by Hiwi Albalki as weapons against the authenticity 
of the Scriptures. Dr. Poznanski in his essay on Hiwi, pan, VII, na-37, 
makes no mention thereof. 
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for the phenomenon that most of the Responsa of Halakic 
bearin g r ecordeiia-~the-Jiata-|nat raferredr~to--have been 
preserved in our Collections 1 , whil& those of Haggadic 
content have disappeared wholly and entirely. 

Limited thus to pure Halakah, the Responsa nevertheless 
are of very considerable value. In the first place, they 
called f orthj j^ew species oThterature, which in a measure 
shares with the Talmud the distinction of being the only 
department that can be described as peculiarly Jewish. 
Correspondence between scholars existed before Geonic 
times, nor was it an activity confined to Jews. But Re¬ 
sponsa are something more, at all events something other 
than correspondence between scholars. The Geonim were 
not requested to give their views upon vexed religious 
questions merely on account of their scholarship and 
attainments, but because they were at the same time, in 
virtue of their high office, the representatives of legal 
authority. It is true that in an overwhelming number of 
cases the Geonim appeal to the authority of the Talmud. 
The Tannaim and Amoraim had a similar relation to the 
Bible as the only source of law. Yet it would be 
ridiculous to say that the teachers of the Talmud did no 
more than explain the Biblical law; their activity 
was equally fruitful in elaborating the fundamental 
law. Halevy holds that, barring two ordinances, there 
is nothing in the whole of Geonic'literature not~taken 
from the Talmud. The same logical process would properly 
lead to the conclusion that with the exception of the so- 
called “seven commands of the scholars,” piTi JDP, 
the Talmudicjiime produced nothings but what is prescribed 
in the Pentateuch. The Tannaim and AmoramTfelt justi¬ 
fied in considering their “ ordinances and fences ” as devised 
in the spirit of the Scriptures, and the Geonim were 

1 Of the fourteen Responsa in the list, p. 7a, the following can be 
traced : in 55; 'a in rcn, II, 46; f i in n'j, 197 ; 'n in I, as b ; 
'i in roTOn "cro of Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg, ed. Bloch, 177; 'n in 
43 b, 1; a*' in D # n, 187; 1*' in H'l, 61. 
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persuaded of their implicit adhesion to the Talmud in all 
their decisions. This view taken by the Talmudists and 
the Geonirn of their own activity may be conceded to be 
correct theoretically, but we are not thereby hindered 
from recognising it as a fact that Biblical law is not 
identical with Talmudic law, nor the latter with Geonic 
law. 1 ' Every age has its problems, and though the law 
remained unchanged for all times among the Jews, the 
laws underwent modification along with the times. Let 
us consider only the varied develop ment of Divine worship 
jn jihe Geonic t ime. Built up on principIesTaid down in 
the Talmud, it yet is totally different in form from the 
service customary during the Talmudic time. Or, to take 
another illustration, in y'W, 67 b, 60, we have the Geonic 
decision that a husband may marry a second wife only 
with the consent of the first. The aim of the Talmudists, 
to entrench and increase the rights of women, is evident 
in a large number of their enactments, and the Gaon who 
gave the above decision felt himself in accord with the 
spirit of the Tannaim and Amoraim, though in this given 
concrete instance he was striking out into his own new 
path l . v And as the rights of women were developed during 
the Geonic period, so also were the rights of slaves. Thus 
we have a number of Geonic Responsa that grant liberty 
to a slave whose master has had intercourse with her. The 
reasons adduced against the validity of this Geonic decision 
on the basis of the Talmud cannot be set aside lightly 2 . 
No doubt, the Geonirn were aware of their opposition to 
the statements of the Talmud taken literally. They felt 
secure in the other consciousness that they were acting 
in its spirit. Rab Amram’s decision 8 , that it is not per¬ 
mitted to take usury from a non-Jew, cannot be authenti¬ 
cated by resort to a Talmudic expression. If, nevertheless, 
Rab Amram forbade it strictly, in any circumstances, he 

1 Yebamot , 64 a, bottom, is another case ; comp, nan'n on the passage. 

2 Comp, the Responsa in Saadyana , 76-8, and I, 164-5. 

8 y'w, 40 a, 20. 
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thereby proved the potentialities for development latent 
in the Rabbinic law. 

These examples, which might readily be multiplied 
twentyfold in every department of the Rabbinic law, will 
probably suffice to give an indication of the real value 
of the Geonic Responsa. Viewed thus, the Responsa are 
much more important than the codifications by the Geonim. 
In the latter, it is the Talmud that is given the opportunity 
to speak; in the Responsa it is the spirit of the Geonic times. 
For this reason, the Responsum became an example and 
a model for later generations. Their leaders and teachers 
used it as a means for making the Rabbinic law effective 
according to the changing circumstances of the times. The 
Responsa literature, created by the Geonim, developed, 
as to quantity and quality, into one of the most important 
branches of Rabbinic activity. 

The chief distinction of the Geonic Responsa, in com¬ 
parison with later Responsa, is that they became of 
fundamental importance for other departments of Rab¬ 
binical literature. The older commentaries on the Talmud, 
those of the North African school, for instance, are scarcely 
conceivable without the Responsa of the Geonim K It may 
be said confidently that Rabbi Hananel’s commentary is an 
outcome of the Responsa by Rabbi Hai and Rabbi Sherira. 
They not only served him as a formal model for the 
explanation of the Talmud, but they contain such wealth 
of material for this very purpose that to this day they may 
be resorted to with great profit to the student. And as for 
Rabbi Nathan ben Yehiel, the great lexicographer, for him 
and his investigations, especially those into Aramaic word- 
structure, the Responsa were a veritable treasure-trove. 
His c Aruk is in large part a collection of Geonic glosses on 
the Talmud. Let the interested student compare the frag- 

1 There is no telling to what extent Rashi made use of the Geonic 
writings. The different readings he offers often go back to differences of 
opinion among the Geonim j comp., for instance, Rosh ha-Shanah, 28 a 
with I, 36. 
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ment published in O.S. f pp. 318-25, containing linguistic 
explanations bearing on the treatise Shabbat , with the 
corresponding headings in the 'Aruk, and he cannot but 
be convinced, of Eabbi Nathan’s dependence upon the 
Geonim. Rabbi Abraham ben David, of Posquferes, 
showed keen insight in judging of the value of Geonic 
contributions to Rabbinic literature. He said, “ At the 
present time we may not explain a Talmud passage other 
than the Geonim, unless we have irrefutable evidence 
against their conception of it—which is never the case.” 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS OF TITLES 
OF BOOKS 


or -rot, by R. Isaac of Vienna. 

n # « or n JP -w=-D v TT mmw, by R. Aaron of Lunel. 

Vow, by R. Abraham b. Isaac of Narbonne. 

a # a«nr3arra 0'3wan mawn; the second volume of this book. 

n*3 = Respomm der Qeonim , by A. Harkavy. 

b # 3 - la'in p^ ,o'3W3n maim 

01*03—rroi'n j'Vo ,irtoo ;anyoi mva '3iK3 rnawi. 

p # 3—m # n j'Via ,VyccHp jooioip o'3wa maim 

a*n=»mVna noto ed.Venice; ed. Hildesheimer is quoted as 'n 3*rr. 

c'n—a3*in ,Rp*np nrVro jown p mpicc rnaVn. 

3 # n—aa # in o'ton> ;o' 3 wan naion «»m ,nn 3 a mon. 
i*o=non mine. 

rmDo - ho'-in pVia i ptoo ,cnwan mawrt rmro. 
y'lD = DlDS 'l VID. 

nor, by R. Isaac b. Abbamari, ed. Lemberg, i860. 

D"nc, by Rashi, ed. Constantinople, 1802. 

noto nbnp, Geonic collection, ed. Wertheimer, Jerusalem, 1900. 
to*a® * opVi 'too, ed. Buber. 

Y*w =oewan maion. . . pis ny®. 

o'td = nnoo >iyv?, by R. Isaac Ibn Gajat. 

nto^m'in a'SD n V ;o'3wan maion a3to nawn nnc. 

»n*n=n*3o n:o rorjm po'in nan . .. oi»n rrna 
*Vi s # n © # n-*NO*in pmi irVj'o ,nmVi nois naan maim 
i'ti;n=ao'in o'r miEp3NiD pmn ,o’3TO*n to jmw. 

Coronel = N^in pm tomp cewan maim 
~G,S. = Genizah Studies ; the second volume of this book. 

Graetz = Geschichte der Juden , vol. V, third edition. 

Halevy= JDorot ha-Rishonim, III. 

Harkavy. See n # a. 

'Ittur. See nor. 

J. Q. 23 . = Jewish Quarterly Review. 

Mafteah = Einleitung in die Responsen der Geonen , by Dr. J. Muller. 
Pardes . See dud. 

R. jf. J. —Revue des jttudes Juives. 

Sherira* Letter by R. Sherira, ed. Neubauer. 

Z. H. B, = Zeitschriftfur hebraische Bibliographic. 
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P. 4, n. i end. The Geonic Responsum in ^n*3B>, 38 and 
R. Sherira, 33, 22 ; 34, 6 refer to the same persecution during the 
reign of and there can be no doubt that either jDm in 

is corrupted from 'Dim or niD' 3 P from DDBO. Friedmann, 
in the introduction to his edition of'l in'ta 'D, 101-2, has drawn 
unwarranted conclusions from this corrupted passage.—P. 8, n. 1, 
1 . 8. Attention should be called to the fact, that “ the Ten of the 
first row” have their parallel in the irparot Mica of the old 
Palestinian councils. Comp. Schiirer, Geschichte d. jud. Volkes, II, 
253, fourth edition.—P. 10, 1 .8 read Kimoi.—P. 12, 1 . 12 from below. 
Nahmanides, fctn'n, 28 d, quotes a Geonic Responsum where the 
triad (?) J1&01 t\)bx D3F1 occurs. — P. 12, 1. 11 from below. Comp. 
Midrash Shemud , XX, 106, ed. Berber: xbx nTODD nD^n p«B> 
3 * 3 . Does it refer to the triad of the presidency of the Sanhedrin ? 
YerUshalmi , Sanhedrin , II, 20 c reads Hb6b>D DIDD. —P. 13, 1 . 13 
(note). Attention should be called to the fact that DDK 'l, the 
successor to R. Judah ha-Nassi, was his secretary, comp. Genesis 
R. LXXV.—P. 25, 1 .14. Comp. lB”n 'D, section ppD, 77a ed. Venice, 
where piK=l'y.—P. 25, n. 1 end. Comp. Midrash ha-Gadol t 190, 
1111'3 by DTDyn, and the same in Gaster, nVB^D, 4; the Aramaic 
equivalent is: by Dp ; comp. Hullin , 97 b.—P. 29, 1 .12. R. Sherira 
speaks ofR.Elhanan as one who was: nniB'Tl B^B'D nhu miB> 3 ; “the 
three rows ” are referred to in Mishnah y Sanhedrin , IV, 4, and the 
Midrash ha-Gadol, 741: p3BW D'D3f1 'TD^n b& WW &b& )btt 
n y ^33 DHDD^.—P. 32, n. 3. But more likely BOTH is to be read, 
the title of the head of the Kairwan academy.—P. 40, n. 2. The 
distance between Bagdad and Sura as given by Funk in the map 
attached to his Juden in Babylonien, II, is by far too great.— 
P. 51, 1 . 9 (note) read Dl'DJ, 32, 86.—P. 53, 1 . 6 from below. In 
the Egyptian academies the title pi TV3, shortened from JV3 3K 
pi, was used ( Saadyana , 81), and there can be no doubt that J1KJ 
as title of the head of the Suran academy is shortened from 
3pJP n3'B» Btn. The description of the academy as 3pN' 
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reminds one of the Aramaic expression KJ"I '"WK*! top** used by 
R. Ashi, Berakot , 17 b, in speaking of the grandeur of the Suran 
academy, and there is no need to look for Latin or Persian models 
for the as Kohut ( Aruch Completum, s.v.) and Sachs (Beitra-ge, 
II, 83) do. Comp, also Abul R. Nathan, 25, ed. Schechter: 
ywbx) wbn nr pm—P. 53, 1. 12 from below. Comp. I, 
63 : aniDI Kjmnj, Where «jnnn3=«mnoiD and J. Q. R. t VI, 
222.—P. 58, l. 8 (note). Comp. M. Co6n 297, and Jacob 

Schorr D^Mn 'W , 27 b-28 b, concerning the use of the Talmudic 
expression ITDp 3W.-—P. 71, 1. 20. Comp. where 

Enoch introduces himself to Moses as "plK —P. 71, n. 2. 

Comp. Targum, Isaiah xi. 1, and Midrash Tehillim , XVIII, 157, 
where p p = descendant.—P. 77, n. 2 end. The scholars of 
Kairwan (?) probably had in their mind the passage of Yerushabni , 
Maaserot } IV, 51b: TUP aiy^=nDn WlDT, which statement 
implies that iwyth njDIp fOWI pDD, else the Talmud would have 
said napn pa 02 instead of mt? any. Halevy 1. c. and Ratner 
JVV nan», Pesahim y 124, are of the opinion that the 
scholars of Kairwan refer to a passage not found in our text of 
the Yerushabni .—P. 87, 1. 8. Comp, however in G. S . 9 

390.—P. 88, n. 5. Comp, 'd, ed. Rosenthal, 80: WflK 'll 
-irat? Vtr\ rvnB'; for -IVUt? is to be read —P. 93, 

n. 1. Lemer, Jahrbuch d.jiid. lit. GeseUschaft , I, 210 et seq., tries 
in vain to prove the dependence of the Yelamdenu on the SheeUot .— 
P. 93, n. 2. There can be no doubt that the author of the *pna 
was well acquainted with the Babli, but this does not imply 
that he was a Babylonian. The Jewish custom spoken of in 
chap, xvi is a Palestinian and not a Babylonian one, as can be 
seen from D'JHJD Pp^n, 37, ed. Muller. The use of JTn in the meaning 
of ftbv in this Midrash is in all probability of Palestinian 
origin; the iwon JiDD, an offset of the Palestinian JfDD is the 
only one to use bPJtn in the meaning of D't3VQ.—P. 94, 1. 18. 
Muller in the introduction to his edition of 'DD, 21, main¬ 

tains that the author of 'D 'DD made use of the SheeUot , but I 
am not convinced of the correctness of this view. The SheeUot 
quotations in one version of the Tanhvma are later additions.— 
P. 94, n. 3. Sheelta y LXVI on JYOyn properly belongs to the 
pericope MWl, a part of which is read on fastdays, and not to 
bnp'1 as the editions have it; 260, quotes this SheeUa 
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properly as WD ^rVM Nni>W.—P. 96, n. 1, 1 . 8. Comp. 'D 
IBM, 98 and 210.—P. 108, n. 1. The author of the bn*2W quotes 
a number of passages from the 3*n which are not found in our 
versions, comp, the list of quotations given below, pp. 191—7.— 
P. 112, 1 . 2 (note). As late as the time of Maimonides the Rab- 
banites had to fight this Karaitic heresy, comp, his Responsa, 
n. 149; comp, also 'l in'btf 'D, XVI, 75, ed. Friedmann.— 
P. 122, 1. 11 (note). It is even doubtful whether R. Natronai 
while speaking of the Haggadic D'BVD thought of Kalir; the pre- 
Kaliric Payyetanim, for instance, Yose ben Yose made use of the 
Haggadah for liturgical purposes.—P. 133, n. 1. Comp. Wisdom , 
xvi. 28 : “ That it might be known that we must rise before the 
sun to give Thee thanks, and must plead with Thee (=*pta ^SH2) 
at the dawning of the light.*'—P. 137, 1 . 5 from below. Del. 
the three Hebrew words.—P. 142, n. 1. The objection of the 
Babylonians to KoJrNidre and Dn *13 man in general is partly 
due to the fact that there were no D'TOID in Babylonia, while 
the Palestinians continued to confer the ordination.—P. 145, 1 ,16. 
Comp. ibm'd, 82: an 'ts n wv nro? '-i anjn jpw -mnoa 
Dioy '"1 TlDD P. 145, n. 2. In IBM 'D, 82, top, the 

words N 1 VK y*l TlDai belong to the preceding sentence, and are to 
be translated: “ and the Seder of R. Amram contains it,” namely 
the benediction over the kindling of lights. A quotation from the 
Seder not found in our texts is given in IBM'd, 97.—P. 149, n. 1. 
Comp. 42 with 3*n, 48 and 1*0, 251 with 01 * 03 , 72. The 

differences in the names go back to a different reading of the 
abbreviation 3*1.—P. 152, 1. 21. A reference to this part of the 
Seder is found in IBM'd, 98.—P. 167, n. The Seder of R. Saadia 
is referred to in IBM'd, 82.—P. 179, 1 . 20 (note). The pan 'D 
is quoted in NH TOB, section niOB> towards the end.—P. 181, 
n. 2. Comp. Sachs, p 3 fl 'D, 9-14.—P. 182, n. 3. Comp, however 
the words of R. Hai in p*B>, 6; 94 d.—P. 191 (22). Muller, Mafteafy, 
210 refers to 'Pardee as the source for this Responsum of R. Hai, 
but it is not found there.—P. 193 (67). Comp. Hildesheimer, ad 
loc.—P. 193 (89). Comp. fUD^B> nSlp, introduction, 15 et seq.— 
P. 193 (101). In the Seder ascribed to Sar Shalom.—P. 193 (115). 
Our texts of 3*n read differently.—P. 195 (258 : *Nn). The view 
ascribed to the Gaon (=Hai) in Din D'DH is just the opposite 
of that ascribed to R. Hai by the author of ^n* 3 B^.—P. 197 (399: 

I P 
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ITD^m). Comp. Mordecai, Huttin, 420, 3*00, Commandement, 63 
and T*1N, I, 114 b, who had the same text of the 3*n as 
Hildesheimer’s remark to 3*fl, 527, n. 59, is to be corrected ac¬ 
cordingly.—P. 205, 1 . 5. This remark of RABeD is found in 
his MS. nu&n against R. Zerechiah Gerondi in the Sulzberger 
Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America. 
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L 

Fragment British Museum Ta, pktchment, consists 
of a quire of two leaves, the middle pages of which 
are missing, and contains 19 lines on the first, 18 on the 
second, 20 on the third, and 21 on the fourth page. It is 
written in a square Rabbinical hand of about the thirteenth 
century, and represents portions of a collection of Geonic 
Responsa. Although no name is mentioned in the Responsa 
there can be no doubt about their Geonic origin, as 
the first Responsum was known to Rabbi Nathan ben 
Jechiel, who made use of it in his * Aruk , s. v. *\W l . 
The description of the bonfires on Purim among the 
Babylonian and Elamitic Jews*, as given in the k Aruk , 
undoubtedly goes back to our Responsum \ But it does 
not seem that Rabbi Nathan had this Geonic Responsum 
before hitn. He probably took his explanation from Rabbenu 
Hananel or some other old commentator on Sanhedrin , 64, 
who had copied the Geonic Responsum. The Gaon 
describes the burning of Haman in effigy as follows: 
Four or five days before Purim the young men make 
an effigy of Haman, and hang it on the roof. On Purim 
itself they build a bonfire, into which they cast the effigy, 

1 tfrvw or pVnw or in the 'Aruk gives no sense, and is to be read 
as in the fragment. 

* See Hirschfeld, & &. J. y VII, p.174, Tschomi, mr pon' d, pp. 191-a; 
and Safir, tco pM, fol. 86 b. 
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while they stand around joking and singing, at the same 
time holding a ring above the fire and waving it from side 
to side through the fire. 

The purpose of the ring is not stated by the Gaon, but it 
may be assumed that the effigy was suspended from it. 
The Aramaic word for this ring is KmiB'D, “ the jumper,” 
and the same word is used for “ stirrup.” 

The second Responsum is also of “ culturgeschichtlich ” 
interest. It deals with the use of pCDN, which was no longer 
known in the West, as shown in the explanations of 
Baba Mezia y 47 b, by Rabbenu Hananel and Rashi. 

According to the Gaon, I'D'DN, which the Talmud explains 
by fTnon mb pimn is used thus: For a silver 
coin a man purchases the right to take ten baths; and in 
token of having prepaid the price of admission, he receives 
ten copper pieces from the keeper of the bath-house. For 
each bath one of the copper pieces is given back to the 
keeper, and these checks are called ptPDK. The Gaon adds 
that so late as his own time the same system was in vogue 
among bakers and porters. 

The third Responsum is an answer to the following 
question: One of two witnesses who had signed a bill of 
divorce declared that the divorce was not valid, because 
the husband was forced by the ruler of the place, pt^t?, to 
divorce his wife. In his answer the Gaon treats very 
exhaustively the legal maxim TiDl n?in Tint? jvd, 

showing when witnesses may modify statements made by 
them previously. 
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(Leaf i, recta) 

.nr *pjn run Tina pnaun nx{> nxo pxBipr K'-ncn 

... .*o*j mu 'kto 8% *Nfio nto mrea 4 on'{n *tonr "3 n 'on *nn nnayn TH l 
pn 103 nimior Duai> 'ra'h «nin wnB ntobi ‘Nnnros 'ok tom 
m *no wo ’•wo 7 r'N pnpao nn« by nnN niruio n{>n o'o Dvron pNr n$>n 
*3n mn{> in N’n ir i{no{> prum pxoNa tranlm ir pvbb jroo i» pr{>r 5 
Kinr pn tnx '3 nxbp nn Nniro rms Nmon n*nw33 Nam nat{> inN 
win pip 10 nx Bps {junto pXBpm .n{> nr pnoiN pp’dni iNirNp paip 
’oiN pc6ai pBp i{> pnoiN (l)ponn^ tton moor pn p>n i^bni 11 mir 
j? M pruo oman to jn nwib nNr ’"an b, bjjn Nnon B {>ro pnoiN 
nron nyaiN prrniu by nniN p{>in? pna mix pwp Dmnan n n^jn io 
N'nn nnxn on n3in{> p{»ooi vttbv nmo 15 poiy nman mm dto 
pteur wct nina m{>n njno nn{> m pnoiei (?) ppmw nano Dmnan pioijn 
nx'spn? Nnnro nNipi nyaoo nniN n?n rNn nxi> rNn nxo pxsip? 
ptnpi nrwn i{>n nN na mo aamr DiDai nona nniN p{nnr nyaon to pi 
“pa*i imam Nnnro Nin n? Nnnro nmpj nona to by n5>ijn mnNais, 
ponpor ?{>{>n nioipoa pnao m pnon nn{> p>D3 15 prnon niyo po*DN 
pu pnon i>pai nrat epaa )b pomr d'dvb nnry pmon mb '.,, 18 
uoo {*apnj n p'D jnr nwruSr niyaoo mry nrn Dnpo{> 
i b N'aor p? i»3i d'djjb mrp *iar 

1 Sanhedrin, 64 b. 

* The editions of the Talmud as well as the MSS. read *tn wi. 

* The editions have Mrw, but the MSS. have wr®, see Dikduke 8 qferim 9 

ad loo. 4 of the printed text is more correct. 

* The copyist wrote wvo twice instead of klu. 

9 Bead wTiroga. 7 Bead vg. 8 The copyist left out m. 

9 By some mistake the word mam is put here instead of after "jn, line 5. 

19 Sic 1 11 rn*$. 19 Baba Baira, 96 b. 

19 Bead 'psn ; see Dikduke So/erim f ad loc. 

34 Bead no or taaa on the margin ; the copyist added baa which he had 
left out in the margin. 

19 Bead pro. 16 Baba hlezia, 47 b. 

87 Only MS. Ham, reads pnun, the editions and all the other MSS. 
hare rrurm. 18 [n*a byab oteb.] 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

xa ji>taia m nanea jn*i> nvn oxi yrn-n pnntai> oaaa myaoon jnix po nnx irano 
13 taninrin poinnai* ana© b” tijn ia nany pta iroxa oaaai pnoa pmm ta 
p*D nr byn p*D 3 nenrute myo npiii pnwi 1 niixon nxo nan Dinrun tapes' * 
mynpa i>t 3 ia nnx mnrtai* ii> x'a'ot? pni 'm 'ai nifoon 'ntf p'D by\ 1 x^m 
•'wen :ii>x 3 xxi'ai p'D pi>Dia nyai taye W> *D'iaDn pi viw no 5 
Tjrtn b'o nmoj iwi> ni>*y xb s 'nax xoan rva pay!> ‘pnoxna 
xoan n '3 paj& mn pe^n no ins pa B*na pa ni>NBn ina ix B*na nW 
bti'Bi 7 w ma in?y atm ‘n'jw mnx ia ianat? nipon wm mn nw 
|ni> naa 'xi xDan n'aa nthv dw pxapatr nw 'aa ana© *3 nam 
no ni>nna '3 nvyo mxn iai p rmrsh px *pn px faa-6 i>ax naa10 
J>y ’nnai xax n xa xoan n'aa am' mn mn inne* pxi> xnaD 3*1 rbw 
tOK n ia'en xmp nnx n©i> naan b xi xibd an iy©B> xoan n '3 nna 
"Dasani* b noix nnx ix'n nw pnx 'am nnnoi> iw pxi> 10 xna xi> *jxny 
pxa? yiT 3 nine “dim bit «w yvra inya ixy© law xi>rn nw 'aaa 
'pn ibh'bi OB’ din tw pn naani> pm *pn pxr "po^ ta«? Dnx 15 
•map iyoev p'a xix Daani> xax ,m b 'dx w 'anno xi> xnao an 'a 
'd^ jan manna pS© icxy xn&" D'xi “Wtuci mn “ poi©B» iaia mn rnaD 
nx mao nnnn pi»o ppninn n'i nnxn nx “xnx© nrnn nitay '©ix Pa p 

1 The Arabic J bj, * D’^5??* * —rftHWBi. 

4 Berakot , 6 ai b ; Tamid, I; o£ 'Aruk, s. v. TTXD, VI, 96-7, ed. Kohut< 

• Perhaps ’TOM ? The editions have «n©n iy, some of the MSS. po is ; 
see Dikduke Sqferim, ad loo. 

6 Gen. xiiii. 4. T (Jen. xxxvi. 8. 

8 Editions : irn with n, bat MS. Paris has also vu. 

* See leaf a, recto, line 5. 

M Sic! 11 Sic \ 

** This agrees with the text of the Mithnah Tamid, I, t ; in the Omara 
Btrak ., 6a b, lasts is repeated before mno. 
w Read p-co®. 

14 See M§giUah, 15 a; Vrfsrmni 'rtO, and 'Aruk, l.c. 

18 Read H»ao. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

rmni> nxn nan ^a ni>nn w r6xt?a a'aman a’nann noix vtyo nnx 
Dan nx «idd *a ionm any 'at? ianat? nn'DDi>t? nny hv t?*n 
m'DD 'ny *r ann at? px D'x pxni px D'x n*aii>B bv nri> 
mix bv "pooi) px pn nm anpo as be> iaia in... v by nr Dnrit? 'a by c|X 
jx nyi nenano na'x naoa »b D'nyi oa t)i>x ni> ana £’xt? can 5 
can nx unDD 'a way pnoix aan ny 'at?t? 'a by tjxi nenv xin 
m'DD noix pa nnxt? pn m*DD nny ni> lana xi> i>ax nTi> 
pnina pem'a nt?nai> xin nnpya po^ nixnni> D’aain nn'n .-6 d 3 
nan xin 'n*iDD next? nan nm? vnana irxn n't?m’i> xin ni> px 
i't?ayt? aiina pnn n' ann pxi nn'n ni>Da m'ao noxt? 10 
pxi nnx ny Da bv 'at?n nyn xrnaai npyi» ix wmani* xa xin 
nxn T3’ai>i e^xn nenn' npmo nnenn’ nx xnnr6 vby paoia 
p*royoi i>yan 'env nptna nt?xn pa»y i>a ay ann niypnpn nvni> 
unoD 'a a'nyn 'at? ionm lana..., aa dx i>ax pro px pn n'a 
nan npn> nn'n ni>D 3 nn'ao noii> }no nnx xa I'tsoyi Dan nx m’i> 15 
anan 'at?i> mioni> t?* xi>x Marian i*n nan noxe> anyi> non wx nr 
a'nan xi>x penn'a la’xt? na’ai> ia'a nn'n nacx noix xint? naoxi> non 
nani> vvxh pa n*n xi> nann rrn nai>a ia ii>’xi anx 'aai> nixnni> a'i>Da 
m’DD »a noii> ana nn’oea anm anat? nnx nn*Dnn nyo nnxn nyn 
nana yot? n'x ann n*na ’ xw an 'dx 5 pnoix lax ntrxa nn'n ninaa ao 

1 See Ketuboty 19 b. * Ketubot, ibid. 1 The editions have nro. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

jra kdpd 'kd paoto p« ‘nan vn took new? onp tore arm 
'Din ’nan w njDK tdi5> ;dw iiw jvai wann k5> k^ipk K'n «i»ipn 
tnpi* n»n -mn rw niD -6 w k!>k Tin pK 'dik tpi ’un 'out ipi> 

TDK DNB» OJiT PD . . , . |GD firW D'JB 'JPD U'T3T V.T KPTID VTONP 

jrr»i>.... (?) tdid? ton n^ea tdid dm? .tvdd 'a D^rm i'n d'tp 5> i>pan 5 

TDKDT JKD 'Ml T\W 3*1 'OK ‘p'TDKT KID 5>oa DJ.T fit W3 KPTID 

ino nn'Ki ’ro'Dpr nans tb kdt?b npriD mpmo town kptid 
pi *'dj 'an kd'ki b 'vn up ‘mpmoi* mi>Da m^oa KD'm 
7 dk nvn tout? tp 'kd *|nn? tp w?k peia D'w 'd'« 'dik nrw 
tpd kptid$> ?i>K D'T3 t up pom ®kdp mpTrai* rr^ i>*D3DT npi 10 
•nenu *a initnni> dj ni> tdd k$> qkp pobem am db» em? titk 
mod ni»'so i3'oi> nWa en'B tpk3 in*u djik n*i> pdd mn 
.... n'n nao i$>*k *i«i mn ia ^ae>a 'a kptid tdid? dj.t m'Doa 
n'a a'na tbn kptid i>a 11 'KprTm itdk “pnoKT la D*p wmon m 

'KDT KP"T!D K'n KPTID 1K$> K'J^BT iTDJ1K3 m3 JPPT 17 nm? pK 15 

Katn 'dkh '3'an “kptid i^'ki K'n kd!>p3 kpi^d 't5d ro... di on *k 

KD'TTDT nt?PO |I33 “D'J'KT '3'H K3KT HTID M D'3TK KPTID P'3M k{> 
pK «'T3T I'.T H3DK 'DK 'BT< 3T T3 TD “pTDIK 1JK mn T3T31 

jnu k 5> nn ana'5> jnu nr kdpo 'kd pjdkj u'Tan vn kptid p»kj 
aina*i> pun *ji> tdk b ptdiki mn npn pin pi>Kit? p'sS anai> 20 

pn TDK DK1 5*03 DJ TD1D K'.T D 31 KT UBD '3 "b TDDt? Dn3Tn m 

I Read onm. * Arakin, ai b. * Editions: mw. 

4 The editions L c, omit mmob. • The editions have p dmi. 

• The editions L o. omit ww pma otto wj tow rmx pi. 

7 The editions L o. omit 'W rvsiT. 

• Perhaps n^T^. 

II The editions l.o.: imm. 

“ The editions 1. o. omit mmo Van. 

14 DO’Hi • D'3mHi | editions doh. 


1 The editions omit Hop. 
19 Baba Batra , 40 a. 
u Editions omit 
14 Editions: 00n oViy^. 

14 Ketubot, 19b. 
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n. 

Fragment British Museum T b, paper, consists of a quire 
of two leaves, of which the middle pages are missing, 
written in an ancient, square Rabbinic hand, not later, 
probably, than the thirteenth century. It represents eight 
Geonic Responsa, coming from a collection in which 
numbers 2-8 of the fragment formed the Responsa 16-22. 
As all the Responsa of the fragment, with the exception 
of the last three, are explanatory D 'vmt of some difficult 
passages of the treatise Pesahim , we may well assume 
that there is not much missing between the first leaf of 
the fragment, containing an explanation of Pesahim , 10 b 
and the second leaf dealing with Pesahim , 55 a 

The order in which the Responsa are given is probably 
the original one, and not that of the compiler who 
arranged them, as is shown by the fact that the last three 
Responsa, dealing with three difficult passages of Foma, are 
not in accordance with the order of the Talmud. If this 
assumption is correct, then we may ascribe these eight 
Responsa to Hai Gaon, as the seventeenth Responsum is 
quoted in the 'Arvk> s. v. TtM, with the words tmp n\i pwn, 
and flton “ par excellence ” in the 9 Aruk is none other than 
Hai Gaon, the Dfrm, as Abraham ibn Da’ud calls 
him. Muller’s statement, in his Eirdeitung , p. 195, accord¬ 
ing to which the author of the nineteenth Responsum (No. 
30 in Harkavy’s Collection) is the Gaon Sherira, is there¬ 
fore to be corrected. Besides, there is no real reason for 
ascribing this Responsum to Sherira, except that the pre¬ 
ceding Responsum, No. 29 in Harkavy's collection, seems to 
come from Sherira’s hand. I say “ seems,” because Hai 
Gaon also might have spoken of Judah Gaon as his WM '2X f 
in the sense of great-grandfather. 

1 The fact that Rabbena Hananel, in his Commentary on Pesahim, 55 b, 
also made use of Hai’s Responsum, misled Kohut to believe that the 'Aruk 
was quoting Rabbenu Hananel; see Kohut’s note ad loo. 
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Our fragment shows further that Harkavy 1 was wrong 
in assuming that MS. I of his collection is a copy of 
the original Responsa which were kept in the archives 
of the Geonim. Numbers 30-31 2 of his collection, when 
compared with Nos. 19 and 22 of our fragment, prove to 
have been copied from an incomplete collection in which 
Nos. 16-18 and 20-21 were missing. 

The first Responsum contains a long explanation of 
Pesahim, 106-11 a, and is a highly interesting illustration 
of the Geonim as commentators of the Talmud. It shows 
that the very concise style of the Geonim in explaining the 
Talmud, as found in many of their Responsa, must not be 
considered as the only way the Talmud was then explained. 
The passage in PesaAim, 106, explained in this Responsum, 
is not a difficult one; the Gaon nevertheless took pains to 
explain it in suoh a way that he made it possible even for 
a beginner to comprehend the Talmudic discussion. We 
may therefore assume that the Geonic enns of the Talmud 
was by far more exhaustive than is generally believed, 
but in answering questions relating to difficult passages 
of the Talmud, the Geonim, for practical reasons, gave only 
the digest of a commentary. 

In the second Responsum the Gaon gives as the correct 
reading of the Mishnah, PesaAim, IV, 8, cnpn nWKU, and 
adds that is the Aramaic equivalent for Hebrew D'Dty. 
It is worth noticing that the reading given by the Gaon is 
not found in any of the editions or MSS. of the Mishnah 
or Talmud. But perhaps JWT 3 in the Vienna MS. of the 
Tosefta (Pesahim , II, 19, ed. Zuckermandel) is a copyist's 
eiTor, as \ and T are often confounded in Hebrew MSS. 
The Mishnah ed. Lowe has WDM, thus connecting it with DTI 
“to cut,” and in a similar way nwu is to be explained as 
derived from in “ to cut.” 

The third Responsum contains the Gaon’s explanation of 

1 Introduction to his edition of Responsm, p. viii. 

* It is very surprising that Miiller had entirely overlooked No. 31, which 
is therefore missing in his Einleitung. 
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the expression DPI bvi in Pesahim, 86 b, where he explains. 
differently from Rashi According to the Gaon the gentle¬ 
man referred to in the Talmud introduced himself as 31 
NJin, because he wanted to indicate his title of 31 , and this 
explanation is more probable than Rashi’s, according to which 
the name Knn 31 was given to him at his birth. 

The two charms to which reference is made in the 
Talmud (Pesahim, 111 a) are given in the fifth Responsum. 

The first charm runs as follows: “ God of gods, save me 
from an evil encounter, from the evil Adversary (=ftte>), 
from grievous sickness. Guard me as the apple of the eye 
[is guarded], for in thy hand are power and strength, and 
thou art God.” The second reads : “ Forsake me not, and 
abandon me not; hide not thine eye from me; be thou 
a guardian unto me. Answer all my petitions unto thee 
with yea, and not with nay.” 

The last three Responsa are explanations of the Talmudic 
passages, Toma , 66 b, 44 b, and 28 b. The first of these 
three Responsa was known to R. Hananel, who made use 
of it in his commentary on Toma , but it seems that he did 
not know the Gaon’s explanation of Toma , 28 b. In the 
Responsum dealing with Toma , 44 b, the Gaon quotes a 
Midrashic passage which is found in the Pe&ikta de Rab 
Kdhana , but unfortunately the text of the fragment is in 
very bad shape, and it is therefore doubtful if the source for 
the Gaon was the Pe&ikta or some other Midrash. 

(Leaf 1, recto.) 

H*wn p ninsi* ub ‘pin 'dm 'am ntona hdk kw m by 

put? mnfc -did 'mm'm? now twi morn nrn ernmn by wpm 
nmm '*i t6m woo i>at6 Kim mjran pr nnK parin by ppma 
rump nyh tidd ktw na hdk Mint? pra trma pDjmrfc -1... 1 
mne 11DD i>aK' '!>ik mm k$>i 'em' 'pieo £pi nop mxd id ... 1 
Ptbi hod ^iaK^ toa' k^>b» mjra p» mK pan npnai> mm 'a m.. 4 

1 JteaAtm, iob-na; Menah., 67b-68a. 

* [vno.] * [toot.] 4 [mow.] 
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b nnan t6 ennnr 'si> mrnb non ponn pt< 'dn ton p tsnn 'ate?... 1 II 
ncny tonte p'aa tpo'pa t6x nanp pto naawa *pna ttta aa pDyn.. * 
UDD bltb K3 1TK1 1T3 B* HD’K '3 ton *H3t UH3DD naaBTS D'BT . * 

*'D3 mpnm na'nta ’in ten epta'p n* byv nn'xp inn. 4 10 

mrm 'att nntt ntrita ^ato tew 'w 'n bwi ifb TR1 
nanea "naBra tetrp k!> ttn diets 'it rnw pen npna paya 

M^ee npne win 7 .nwoi n'ta D'it-d tti>it pao aa'to wood 

wn urto 'iw 'n mm vb * .naar teane ns 8 rasa 'aa by 

m>n vbv nr 'a men Dtt 10 n.. b b nepm «att itm npna pj& 15 
pDp enna apoyt? 'jbd npna payi> mm ntwta tsnn payi> 'Tin' 'n 
naepato panaa t 6 5 >att n'poyat? praiwa nn pnxap w »nn nswo 
nntt pn'D naaBTtnn aa'nyn by »att pn'Ba nan bv man arnaa mw 'na 
tta aa'to ton mar aaec 5>na pDynom nanpnt? pn enn payb now 
wb la'sin ponn p Snaa aa'tt nyaan nntt pnaan i>att ni"ait n»i> 20 
... nri> mm t6a nii> 'nan' '*1 mm Ta 'tb n^att n*i> ton toa'." oy... 

\b mnn ptw enna 'nan' 'n nan onwpn noi> i>ttB0 tan 

)b insw tnna 'can 'nan nn*t?pn t6a b twaraa porn ". by 

b ltwn »bv pona [man by D'pDyat? pnten nn naxp$> noto 
k'btj ttb 'nate 'nntt 'narp 'nn “naf awn^ ton na nrm vby pnai> aann 35 
ni>'at6 ton nxap enna 'a torp vb jaanntt panna «3tt naw nero 
vby nan pna pona 5>att ananoto ni>'att n^ toa' vbv aewa na'B^ 
ttaa n^att mb toa' ttiw atwn vb ia'fii> nttrb a'i>y anyna aanri> 
pttano nnoiN tons? aa'naaera bv nawt/o nntt pan's pnai> nw an 
aa'tt aa'wap 'a apan'B noy t6a 'i>p nop vtbo K'nt? D'Wa' 'patr ntt 30 
noai>3 ten “ttnna wk ann ]zb pnim n'a nnntpo k5>m nteo 
aaaDDt? p'aa nntaay |a«Enp p .. ttVtt nann p D'ani* na'w? 'fii> 

I [mn.] 1 [pcynrA.] * [cna»o.] 

4 [ro’n rwpm.] 8 inn© rroa? • njvp. 

T [nrp-a.] 8 Read nD3. • [on Vow.] 

10 rmb ; see Dikduke Soferim, ad loc., where it is shown that the correct 
reading is nan, not as our editions have it, Man. 

II Read ho© ? “ mm ? 19 man. 14 So in the MS. 

14 Editions: nrvna, but MS. Oxf.: nnoa, see Dikduke Sqferim, ad loc., and 
* Aruk , s. y. na, II, 166, ed. Kohut. 14 ? naV. 
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(■Dm a wen 1 nwa i>na «i» yon 'rxtv 'tin' '-b "an bv iprvB i>y 

8in 8am io noxn tw* *.irtrpn wm mans ima vb 

pv 4 nn.. p naipa msiDe' * tab -win 'nm mw 'n in mana i>na 35 
Tin naat? nrw mm tb main nctus Rnro? i»aea nan *b by 


(Leaf x, verso.) 

mm nma Rinn pm p ima law 'tb Rinn pm p pBnDnin nnnpi> 
niBiBEO jn’jn pm tp 0 noRi> 'mm 'n i>ian? nw by uami ‘ npna payi> 
ii> mm tb pin nnow nat? bv mom inatra lace dtk i>ma nan »b byv 

*... n no'R b'iviv noun 7*8 ia'mm iantm np»na payi> wn iwo 
7 ... ion pm nmm 'n b wnv naeo ma -on lasso nm 'mm 'n mm tb 5 
*. aioi ’’k'P'db iM Rnais 1 by ima 'ir 'mm 'n waiy Ri>8 inenp am 8?> poBap 
11 ... no'8 by *pio u'8 pop 'mm 'nn 'mm'nn 10 na pnoRi uaajp tbv 
... nan 'l by jmi> mnm nat? no'8 by tod Den na'ayn n8 idiri swim 
... “ayn n 8 mm pot? panns pann 8 H?pi m 8^1 pv n 8 ^o hibibb' 

.. "B by a .,.. bv nnDiBP p'i> nD8 Den nmm n'i> 8ia' 8 db» rmni Rin io 

14 .min mi> lapnmi iantm iaoe pcnm 8^ wn *a nan 

.... pnpma.^nmo ootaeo nmo rw po t^nna 14 8'm 

nan “m by pv bv nnBiBP pH> imnoRi wn ia 'ci> nn8 mntai nn8 nms 
10 na^nno it jwi nrnm^ 17 na'ay np'y ioR nnnan pea b e|i>nm tbv 
lanrm mmi> 8a law niD8 nirp... ym’ aiayi* ini8 pmneeoi 15 
... B Dsa 'in pen? ia'ae> 8^n ianDRi... nw#? 'ani> la'epm n8ta my 
rd'^r 'Ron ion 'R.n lantaRi nana upnpm mno 'mm'ni iona xb ioR 
naa 'mm 'n mm? to 'inn n8 ia nenpi i>an npii^ 8obn ion "jan - 
mm 8int? pnna bv i>an rrtv 8D'm *8i>m 8in 8D"p bv nm 8i>m nr 

1 About the same space is left empty in the MS. 

* isrvn to. * o^. 4 Bead rwho. 

® Empty space in the MS. * [rawrr.] T ['to.] 

* This is also the reading of MS. Munich ; see Dikduke Sqferim, ad loc. 

9 [iatoi.] 10 Read na;. 11 [ro©.] 

“ [na»»n.] 19 [ns'a.] 14 [vh parw pm.] 

M Add |wa jow. 

M This is the correct reading, not as the editions have it: nan *wa. 

17 Bead ro'H. 1s *70*03. u So in the MS. 

90 Bead Wm. 
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d*d ra ht6oi> nn« nxo *Hn m nenpr ttar nn« nr® ‘rnai'b ra 10 
powo bn 5>3na win om p >m vbv 'can inn *pto rn'nntp ngo 'tb 
nri> nr pen D'i’inn o s^rmo iona ion pan *|i> noK upncr ajyi> 
naoya m'tt'p 5>a« notu la'cin nr btt «iki vt taws nta nmo nrowar 
m't?p5> nepcj it pt< naoya n'no nnwwi rri> non ir pto nc^td t6 
’i"nan aavri "arc 'w 'n bv pn'c kvdji nrvnana 'am 'nirr 'n noy ’*inr »s 
Ka’n ^3K nan 'e bv P& bv nncrct? nrnj par vnn pa pan ttj ni> 
idkb> 'w 'nb ri> wpn new nry*an ins pen npna paa nrn ima sin 
sw pnic naa nncrceo tod ntwa nap non* by too kS na*jyn n« 
pn'B wtoji rri>y nro nnn vb i 5 > nnnro row btn naeq naoy 5 >a *tdk 

'n bv wyn by pnw "as 'nani rj'trpni p nnn unrm Hanna pann 30 
un?pn Dai no ri”DNi nraai* on rpni> 1 * 3 4 * tdke» man nn iman towi 'nrn* 
jo non nre» oreo by inna on« piya onor? ’nan upn'Bi pann pann 
oyon p nmn 'oann i^to rnvpoa inn'nn dk nana pc' vbv nrn open 
pn'cn by iJ'trpni nnion m vby tdk^ nr»n dk nana pc' sin? n»n 

Tipi> pine' p wr\ xir uidd by hna mt< oyo ww dtjo b& nrn 35 
nos nn 'oann t|Ki did mran new Dipoa pnc' p nraaa ennn neno 
new nnpi» pc’ p trot? rtwn ni>i uidd by hna onsr 'c by uto *|W'P 
mo' on b irp' ni> dk nraan 'a pann ttnp by up’ci *.,, .a wm 

(Leaf 2, recto.) 

. 7 bnnfo 'ttp 'nr ' 3 "n traaon ’Ta ninan? nnpyj dk ‘ p'ja j"'a ri>'DK 

.* nrc'tn noryn nn'sp nnnn nyo ny O'©’ 'j vjb^ vr *a 8 nj'on 

naKfnj n'oya nnro 't ’a naro min' 'n mn ri>’K we^pn nsroi «*nn nyn ny 

'Ta bojd rrn 'oik th k^k 10 .rn'a nnpyar j"'a bojd rnn now n'n k 5 > 

r'nanin 't^ kvi 'vbv ".nnn om 'ci> ni»nw nSa't? rn'a nnpyjr s 

1 viyv ? — tor. * Read •pin. • Read noin. 

4 [maaa.] # Pesahim, 55 a. 

• The use of the word m here is very strange, as the question is only 

whether by putting the rfnyv back he would be able to use it after runpn 
toot. 7 Dipoa towa? 

4 Our texts have b<o, but R. Hananel also reads nro. 

• w [rfna*o.] 11 [rrvsp mm.] 
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4 aw DiTJKn 'ma 'or r^>i 'j *.inoi 'r ni’ ’ay 'n» Dina oii’pw *n9.., 

en>D ton mi 'ma naR$>o ni9j£ mno mn k^ wnoi* naann no'^p 

7 .naKi>o n 4 ’9ya nmo 'l* 'mm 'n "naR 'jn 'k 'iki p9po ‘u... 

no 13R9 'kW 33 e]D1* 3*1 'OK 13pn’B DW bw Dm’ '3 R3’Rn '*1*3 R^ 'T3 . . . 
“niowh mnnni) w a”n 'n’a i^br nbia’9 its mpya dr 9 Kin p ’rh ’lem io 
TiDKt? *3 bo '3’a 6030 mn 139 W>3ai nmxp nnnn ny ny D’o' '3 i’3B$> t t '3 
'dki »jdi* yb U'epm wnrm 'ma eo3D mn ni3B^> }ni> &> 'mma $>3R 'ma vmb 
”.. Ri>n nSa’9 ima mpysi'm bb 9a’3 dk nW Ra’Rm onoKi iats» rWw 
nW>n pm rvi *rd 9 n*a ’3D R.n spi’ an p**ibi '3’ 'ok noh nyoui* Kin a«n 
P*R9 W>3 n?3K 5>3K i>’i>3 *93 rS ’RDt? n’ai> IT 1*1390 DRXD3 'D1K ’R09 m3 15 
nnK prvD pmai U *9R an K3i 't bb 9330 mn nwtrb jnb w> »rd 9 maa 

*W3K3 K^l ’RD9 n’33 kJ> It nW 'n D39D nR “fOynb panv 13K J'R 'OKI 

9330 mn 'dr rVi ' 3 ’a 9330 mn nmm 'n 'dr n9R nn 'ma mxpb nDiK9 S>'i>3 
KW9 ni>9 nnR tn» r^>r nmxp nnn ny9 ny ii> pR 'ma brwrw ’3bd 'ma 
’39 ii> n’n ii>Ki 'v di* nxpoi ibid nyi bt\m> ny9o'm di* nxpoi 'id di* jo 
iniK 10 p3”noi ii>iaa Dvn nxpo 'dir mn nnR ni* nxpoi D'o , ^9 nna’ 
p9Rn ni’ nxpoi r^d nnR di' r^r i 5> pR9 way 14, noR nxpo nn rw nn 
nSa nyio9n i»a 9in’B Rin m 14 p'noR vb nxpo pnn '3 di' 'xpoi 
Kin p rVi im3 ’rd 14 9npn bv nino’3 '991 *p i>a rmnni> ii’ann pR9 ’a by «iri 
' 9^3 jniR pmp pr jno D’np^in 'xyi nis^R ’9ip9ip pi “ iRia ni*mu r^>r 25 
pmno imm hmr vm 9 npn bv nu^’R ’B3y f.i9 nwRisn r^>r iru ’onR 
nnRi> pRan pirroa iris n*n3 or romp rSr mnpn k!> 'maR 'diri jniR 

17 .jWo r6’yo pr 'dir D’oan9 ’Rm 'oan on*a m’oi p’o 

“.nR^anj *p nnRi mi9 9npn “i3’39 ia9 jm5>y pii»n 

1 [tdd’H. 3 * Read is. * [';» tom® -pnoi.] 

4 Reading doubtful. * 4 Read *iqh. 

T ['j'a ®33Qn -low nob]; instead of 'n, beginning of line 9, read 'an. 

* This ia the correct reading, not b*bn as the later editions have it. 

• ? *° See n. 6 on preceding page. u Read nbm®Vi* 

14 [w.] M Editions and MSS.: urn. 

14 This is also the reading of MS. Munich, see DiJcduke Sqferim ad loc. 

M Pesahim, 55b. 14 See \4 ruk, s. v. roa. 11 [w '1 pi.] 

u Mishnah MeUah, 13 a. 

14 [pbyio pm m pbno]; this is a free quotation from Mishnah MeUah, 

HI, 6. 
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1 .ni>'yo put ?'d by hn 'can 'din •pt? n 5 >n 'Sai p^Taa 30 

IT *.*|ru na win an «n 'em pa en niD'N 


(Leaf a, verao.) 

na '» dot byi vro ^lai win an v6 'dn tw •"» b iidn prw na pru 
iot’di 'inai ‘D'jpr na'oo pnna an nnpi nanpp 'jn 4 7100 p'a rb 'w ton 
'moN btt pi na not an nat? na'Ji 'n rpi> nnpi ddot n^ paoon "pan 
ttobyn jru na not ptsnn Dmn 'jn'd D'jnv own n^ jru na not Dai> 
'3 N'd Dai> jnu nan 1 'Ji.. 'at? D'yni' dhn not an oa^> 'nnoNt? p'ai s 
ID* . ...i>N3 d"d:i foa nnw ndd an 'dn 'nd,...*b . 8 pnoNn nd 'mn 

10 .onan ncN' n'an pan wa dot in bp~\ in ab p'DDn dw? 'in nw p 

11 .jn '^nci jn pt?oi jn yaso 'A'vn d'^n 5>n noN't? pja bit Dna 

11 .di i»N Dnann e^n n»m 5 >n nnto nnian na yra o py na ptr’Na 

14 .non? '!> n'n ddd t'J? D'iw 'Jotd n 5> “’aatyn ttb noN't? in 10 

nr na -6 Dnt?a btt D'nan i>ai nowi ^>ni pn noNn ^Nt?N new bs 
3 'otW nJ> Dr 6 'on “Nan ohyfe mo ba nnr*i>N 'n nN iW Wi 

'b 5> ni>NOT nn'n nai vnW Dii>t?3N by 'can w?n'a na 'inai 'an^e by n$>n 
ND^ n in Nan n^iyi> pi>n b pin roawn tr'N ncva vaN nw^c by Nat? 
naina n {>3 D't?ai>'B pernpi nainaa dh?j “an 'dn 'w anna |i> Nn'3D 15 
D'nana nry'J’N 'n Nan D^iyb pi>n di^otn^ b vn na 'D^ pt?n'p » 6 i 

Ninn 'a Nn'ao 'o main? by btw mi>t?3N by pi>Nt?D nnNP ny Dni> noNi 
D'nan rmrww 'Sat Non noi^t? nown 5>a “inn* 'n 'dn 'anna na ^>Niot? 'n noNn 
na i>at ni>nna onW Di5»t?aN by onb noN r Nanyi> ino nobvn now 

1 [mpo too pVma.] 1 Peaahim, 86 b. * *Vh.] 

4 ["poem?.] * Miahnah Sanhedrin , I, 3. * Sanhedrin, 13b. 

T wd«. • Peeakim, ma. • [dtidc ’nra.] 

10 □ v *coi Vm om Vrmov, see Harkavy’s edition of the Teshubot ha-Oeonim, 
p. B. 11 *3-nsc. 

u bn dtoi ; from h*oj to w is not found in Harkavy. 
u *:ron *h not foond in Harkavy, but given by Rabbenu Hananel in 
his Commentary, ad loc. 14 row Harkavy. 

18 Yoma, 66 b; cf. Taussig, Dito rro, pp. 73-5; Wertheimer, mho rtnp, 

PP- 4 a ~ 3 * 

14 Sanhedrin , ai a. 17 Shabbai, 56 b. 
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nri> moi nti> nro onix... 1 nn no yot? kW nan not< t6e> >tb 20 


S3 .* enj oni» .th * dv ina 'mn | naitwi or6 nnn' vbv na 

4 . . . ..eneo pi p'nm pm pvi pa nnnon n« a pDao^ 

•.'Sai ana W a& wth 'iv 5 * pinenj ii> r» non 

33 *.'em | ton nritt p'nanji p , nu a inoi>i> 7 np^nnio non tome 


JBTVD p 11 .’in '^D 10 .IJD'Dl 'xvnvo n vp Kvzxn as 

.“wtw D'Btnn putt “n'wa inayp norm ruat? aipa 

a . . m 1:d'di nora who ne p ppa dv ae*i>i 

“.nnat? iovy j*oinn jo nnv poinn nn nin'no 

ino 'nn Dnuoa an aman nnuD jn nna£ \\vb npnr noh iiom 
vovn jo “run nntt mia nevn t6 17 * . . . . "din ton pi “ttnnaen 30 
nvp nan t\W ” 3 naa nan e^n nanS> jo'di ". . . . nnvn nyo n&p 
mean twin ijd*di 81 mayo nep may mnnn invy noon jo nnr ton 
a '« p< nn nnoi nw twin nmtt .... tnean “tone joani nna nr nan 


neaa d’t momr.... ’‘niomro d 4 t u .two 

“map miin ■pool wnpno topp *.ipp 35 

1 [rrm or a^cn.] * Toma, 44 b. 

9 [prvffu] ; the editions have p»nw:. 


4 [rroicn Hpcca] ; see Pesikta } ed. Buber, XXIX, 186 below *6 «r prrmi 
'W 3 TOTD 003 . 

• Pesikta, ad loc., pvro, but see 'Aruk, s. v. pnou, V, 396, ed. Kohut. 

• [n'apn vh# waS t rah dotj man -nn.] 

7 Aboda Zara, 3 b below. 

• wn mm -tom nn is the reading.in Harkavy’s text, Responsen dor Oeonim, 
p. ia. 

• Toma, 28 b below. 10 [*toa wi.] 11 [unroot?.] 

17 In Harkavy: ray H*n non '®. 

11 Harkavy: 'ji atrVi htpi pnp ooo pHsvo. 

14 Harkavy: yom to jpDp rf?rn iot ; read h*t instead of nVn. 

14 [hoovdo rep hvoo.] “ Gen. xix. xi. 

17 Harkavy: hVi pn pnarroa. 11 Harkavy: rows. 

n Harkavy: nona. 93 .Harkavy: mo rjVi 'roi. 

91 Toma, 39 a. 

” Read wno; Harkavy: non row ittih nnn inw -ra rrtn joiom. 

” nn» pH; Harkavy: mom ono hstd rmn irna norm na Hno *p'H. 
u Harkavy: hVh. m Harkavy: HO'p nito? -roan normo# 

*• Read muo. 
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IIL 

Fragment Taylor-Schechter, paper, consists of a quire 
of two leaves, one of which is here given. It represents 
the remainder of a collection of Oeonic Responsa, 
of which the whole of one, the beginning of another, 
and the end of a third Responsum are preserved. 
The complete Responsum deals with the expression mea 
occurring in 2 Chron. iii. 3, which the Gaon tried 
to explain by the Tannaitic tradition that the standard of 
measurements was changed in post-Biblical times. In his 
somewhat lengthy discourse he remarks: “ Know that the 
Books of Chronicles consist of two parts; of those Ezra 
wrote the Genealogies till D'riK \b (2 Chron. xxi. 2), and the 
rest was done by the Men of the Great Synagogue. ,, His 
remark shows the source of Rabbenu H&nanel’s explanation 
of the Baraita, Baba Batra , 15 a, and it is very probable 
that the Gaon read in the Talmud fa IV as ed. Pesaro has it, 
and not vb IV as all the other editions and Tosafot have it. 

The end of this Responsum seems to contain a reference 
to Saadias Arabic translation of the Books of Chronicles, 
of which nothing is known \ but the text of the fragment 
is unfortunately in very bad condition, and therefore this 
fact is not very certain. 


(Leaf 3, recto.) 

nSa' Dm awe penn Dtf a'O'rfc vi>y fan mve» nnron nun 
yann pm Dta ioa pm rmb b 'nn tbv rb m aayi> mn 

’o'O' 'nana nan Dye no nW nom I :perw 

nnoa *nett *p»n osniwi n'a n« nua^ noW now ni>m 
'nan noo *a yn njewnn mon mn w 4 in dw ruwwnris 
‘ D'rw b\ ny 1a do" Knty D'p^n ina'naa pSru o'o'a 

1 See Steinschneider, Arabische Littratur der Juden , p. 55; Pinsker, Likkute 
Kadmoniyot, Supplement, p. 41. 

* Read owi; a Chron. iii. 3. 

a The Maaoretic text has the pi. mon. 4 Read *n. 

* See Baba Batra, 15 a, and Dikduke So/erim, ad loc. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



GEONIC BESPONSA 


17 

now 'a nt» ora Dm nnix inns niron nDja 'wk 1 n«r , . m 
n"n on '3 mirtnn moa D'nfon ma rw nuai> noi>r 
fonr^ jnj ‘wan nro 'a nann mn pi nnntt mo Dmra 
form tcm uoa n# noi>r no nai jno'a nmor nmm not? 10 
jmn'a vn vb '3 pins dvdv 5 > fav nor irrn nfcjn 03 nwi 
jnon oyo ra mm |& nun mrtnn mn nrto poini pw 
m!>y iD'Dinr nom moai ’.... y... Vn m$>y id'dihi iD'aDm 
mr'i'r non# pick lry dji or ms pja$> mo yaw otn 
pjan nimno vn mr^ra t 6 i nna yaw 'vn mi»y iD'Dinr 15 
par pi> parno mo by\ 4 pjo . . . . po^nro vn na k 5 "n 
ones nrt< nmn ‘now .... jnwnoi n^yon jo pnnnnb 
mrw now pi> nmn 8 . . . . yaw 'vn nro bv by mm 'a 
mn mi 7 opm D'nan nmo na r’r nnt< noo ito mDn 
Dnan 8 r 6 n 5 >ai 5 mi>y id'dw 'a uyor nfa'p nro n'o 30 
n'xo 'an 9 D'i>a wioDoa nnwo nnDa unjroa D'rniDo 
ppm antn naroo pin 11 nou'aa ii>r vnr niot 6 10 .... ik 

T. 18 D’mp "HD 3 niroo mo^na rniDoi “. 

. . "ion . . . . “ r»o nrr 14 na no# pm' 'an ok. 

. . . nry Dor “ia ., k pi>m a my npi« t\» pan 18 .. 

(Leaf 3, verso.) 

odd wnD oil :o'kd 'ana naW *°n . . 03 “yoiy nrr ianni 
moo noDn nro bv nn« D'nr Dr r>r odd nowa mnpj no 

I THtnm? * Erubin, 4a; ibid. 48a. 8 [saw w.] 

4 [pew.] 8 [nm] * [TOT.] t See Erubin, gb~4a. 

8 Read nVn. 8 Chap. xvii. 10. 10 [rnw Va.] 

II Our Mishnah reads rmwi rn monr? Va; ed. Lowe has: rraim but the 
Talmud Mmahot, 97 a, quotes our Mishnah with the addition: oipoa vrnc. 

The reading of our MS. mm iV© can be explained only if we take 
itov'i Vo as a gloss to nwa, which means a cubit of six handbreadths. 

18 [ Term ajiom.] 18 Menahot, 98a. 

14 ra non not in our texts of the Talmud. 

18 cm did. 18 [ra ttp *rw] 

1T row pH corrupted into n» npw. 18 [rarw.] 

18 ? 80 [rora.] 

0 
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wruensa t?nsBD pi paw wi n 3 oo rtnj nirwr yaw ntn 
noiBV mmro pp i>y nn« m'an jewa i*n men 'ne» ‘n^a Knaooa 
nn'n nyiDX mmto pp byw rram ‘manyo pp by nnw 5 
nn'n nm *manyo pp bw\ yaw »w m?o bvhy mm 
main yaw nt?o bv by irvm mraos yaw nm mi>y nw 
p^taia pawn iw na kW< mop nnto nimu nrot noK 
nwi> iddi nbyo n'i> itoa' ttbv na ninnsa pnroi mopa 
na^m i 3 t?n'B new ‘mamaa *x? iw nioK i>a mu 'an ms? 10 
nt?t< nn 8 man a ninoa "wnipo nnDa t?niBon ‘tana p 'a jmoa 
'mm nyt? by& nmv n m'an pm?a vn rrnw 8 ... t? 7 me> 

pm? i'bi 'rnro nyt? “nine Knaooa. w ntw t?npo bv 
ravb m’an pm? u i.. *t »a 11 mruo nio 5 >na cniBoi mw nn'an 
«nD'n an troyo 18 '. ♦ d w n'a ruaa 15 nnw nat? Dna niai>D n« 15 
nm p'i>y mains no'K “Knn? na noK nn 'onaK na prtr am 
now Knn oi>iyi> 'W' 'an noxn 17 iai>n jKi> wa 18 p«o isn't? na ok 
iV'to ' 3 i noxi* 'b nnnt?ro bn ni>K jnay i>a itvi 'as? i^y niaina 
irpi>K i>K nn'n « nn Kano noiK jsni' 'an minjKp 18 .... 'imi> 
no,. a nwa noK 3 nno 3 nem mam? “,1'ai wno D:tm ao 
noin? nDin nt?K 'a 1a tma d'dvi nan ..... anas p nnsn 'jen'B 

a, .**.o nr nani :nt?o’in? hdk mm? nawnn *°n , . .a 

.no nr pw ninna niyo ai> at wb i>K 58 p . 

...nn man nx nsnn dkp i>i>a ii> .. 3 m k^k 

...n Dyam nana niottn “aiao ... nW ni?K 15 

I Chap. xvii. 9-10. * Our texts have nrrno. 

* Compare note n on preceding page. 4 Read «nc. • Read wrowo. 

6 See the explanation of the Miahnah Middot, III, z given in Menahot , 97 b. 

T Kelim, XVII, 9. 8 ['rnr.] 8 [wn.] 10 Middot , I, 3. 

II Menahot , 98 a. 18 [n”s.] 18 Read nmnic. 14 [*«.] 

14 Read htitto. u pvio in our texts* 

1T These two words are probably added by a copyist after Abot, III, x. 

“ Editions: rrr6* 18 p' 3 i. 88 [nona.] 

n rvrsD S tod. 88 pwr». 83 ? tod. 
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IV. 

Fragment T-S., paper, eight leaves, size 9 x 14 cm., is 
written in the cursive hand of the thirteenth or of the 
twelfth century. The letters often run into each other, which 
makes the deciphering of the MS. difficult. Moreover, 
the copyist was negligent, and although there is evidence 
in many cases that he was well able to mark clearly the 
differences between ' and 1, 3 and 3 , n and 1, yet he often 
so writes these similar pairs of consonants that they cannot 
be distinguished from each other. 

The fragment represents the remains of a collection 
of Qeonic Responsa, and contains forty-two Responsa, 
which, with the exception of the first two, bear the name 
of their writers, Zemah 2 , Sherira, and Hai. 

Below, I propose to give a brief rtmm ,6 of each Re- 
sponsum, together with parallels to them found elsewhere 
in Qeonic literature. 

1. The first Responsum, whose beginning is missing, 
deals with the ubo of raisin wine for Kiddush, and for 
the Seder. Isaac ben Gajat, in his nmot? nyt?, p. 2, quotes 
the decisions of the Geonim Paltoi and Zemah on this 
question, and the same decision of Zemah is cited in the 
Geonic collection nn 33 mon, 35. But in both these col¬ 
lections the wording showB variations from the form given 
in our fragment. Notice particularly the addition occur¬ 
ring in our fragment, according to which raisin wine 
made by Gentiles is prohibited 8 . 

2. According to this Responsum, one who eats bread 
baked by a Gentile is not subject to the punishment of 
flagellation. The same opinion is attributed, in the nD^n 
ropiDD, 26, to the Gaon Rab Amram. But while in the 

1 The writer begs to acknowledge his indebtedness to Professor 
S. Schechter, who was good enough to put at his disposal the Genizah 
text presented in this article. 

1 Undoubtedly Zemah ben Paltoi. 

• Comp, also crron nco, p. 307. 

C 2 
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latter the pDB, the final, authoritative decision, is stated 
simply, without argument or explanation, our fragment 
goes into a discussion of the points leading up to the 
decision. 

3. The Responsa from the third to the eighth, inclusive, 
deal with niano, and are ascribed to Sherira. The first 
of this group, on NTtm NHJ 3 , is found in D # n, 43, and 2 *n 
159, only in these works the Responsum is attributed, 
not to Sherira, but to Hilai Gaon and Isaac ben Jacob 
Gaon respectively. It is noteworthy that Hai Gaon, who, 
in owpm hr jmin, II, 41, also has a Responsum on Nrua, 
makes no reference to his father. 

4. On poin. This Responsum is found also in 

a'n 16, and there it is ascribed to Gaon Natronai. The 
quotation at the end of the Responsum, '131 tOTD Wi, is 
found neither in the Talmud nor in the Geonic literature 
known to us. Most probably, however, it was taken from 
some Geonic rnciD TYishn . 

5. In this Responsum Sherira renders the very important 
decision that the Knwy, if on the right lung, is to be 
counted as one of the five W. Rashi on HvZlin , 47 a, 
argues against this decision, which he states he had found 
in the Qtaan nmtfn. It is doubtful whether Rashi had 
our Responsum before him, for there are several Geonic 
decisions to the same effect (for which see, for instance, 
Harkavy, Responsera der Oeonim , 183, and Responsum 18 
of our fragment). 

6. This is the only discussion of Nn wm KOT in Rabbinic 
literature, and it is therefore curious that none of the 
old codifiets has any reference to this decision. 

7 and 8. In &*n, 32, the pDB of these Responsa is given 
on the authority of Hilai Gaon, but in a very corrupt form, 
and it is to be corrected according to the te£t of our 
fragment. 

9. The group 9 to 29 is ascribed to 2 emah Gaon, 
but it is extremely doubtful whether all these Responsa 
issue from the same authority. The first of the group, 
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No. 9, codifies the Talmudic discussion ( Hullin , 56 a) on 

bn. 

10-11 treat of TV noiDP and *p now, and in both cases 
the Oaon decides against Bab (HuUin> 57) in opposition 
to the general rule, niD'to ro KTD^n. 

1 a. This Besponsum is found in B*n, 35, where it is also 
ascribed to £emah Gaon. 

1 a a. This Besponsum is a reply to the question about 
the slaughtering of a bird whose windpipe has no cartilages 
{njDO). The Gaon maintains that the case is impossible. 
It may happen that the cartilages are small and thin, but 
they cannot be lacking entirely. 

13. The thirteenth Besponsum deals with ram K 3 TD. 
The Gaon decides that any K2"VD makes the animal ncnD. 

14. This is identical with Besponsum 14 in the 3 *n, 
where it is ascribed to Natronai. 

15 is the well-known Besponsum on fcomo O'n, 15, 
and Isaac ben Moses* pnt 311) given in our fragment 
in a much correcter form than in the other two sources. 
The statement at the end of our Besponsum, which does 
not occur in the parallel sources, is of historical importance: 

ttt tzb ana dm K-vao mn rrma widd an noi 
'iai DWnNi D'JiBtn l rtb mm d >2 cm. From this we see 
that Bab Semonai was a Besh Kalla, and also, that even 
in cases in which he consulted the Besh Kalla the Gaon 
did not refer to him. 

16. This Besponsup, on rwnn seems to be directed 
against the divergent opinions of other authorities. See 
l*K, I, 112 a, and 114a towards the end. 

17. The Gaon decides against Bab in the case of P 3 D 

D'tty ( Hullin , 8 b). The justification of his decision 
lies in the fact that the opponent of Bab, Babbah bar 
Hanna, or, as the Gaon reads, Babbah bar Huna, is one 
of the later authorities, and the rule robn applies. 

This statement of the Gaon is of great importance, as, 

1 rrS mm must be read twice, to complete the clause before it and the 
clause after it. 
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according to the older authorities \ the rule cited applies 
only to a difference of opinion among later Amoraim. 

18. This Responsum deals with the same subject as the 
fifth of our fragment, the latter by Sherira. There is a 
difference of opinion between the two Geonim. According 
to the fifth Responsum the KJvnry counts with the right 
lung only, according to the eighteenth it may be counted 
with either the right or the left lung. There can be no 
doubt that Responsum 183 in Harkavy, Responsen der 
Geonim , should be corrected in accordance with the text 
of our fragment. They must be identical with each 
other, both having the same author, Zemah Gaon, but 
the text as printed by Harkavy obviously contains a 
contradiction. 

19. In the nineteenth Responsum the Gaon decides that 
an animal is not made nano by eating or drinking pro¬ 
hibited food immediately before its slaughter. The 
assumption is that the tissues have absorbed and assimi¬ 
lated the food-material, even though so short a time passes 
between the taking of the food and the death of the 
animal. 

20. This Responsum contains a curious explanation of 
the prohibition n^rn TP 3 . Proceeding from the Talmudic 
statement ( Niddah , 9 a) that milk is only blood modified, the 
Gaon maintains that in eating meat and milk together 
we are violating the prohibition against the use of blood. 
Obviously, the Gaon believes that milk brought into 
contact with blood regains its status as blood. Unless 
we assume this reasoning on his part, we would expect 
milk to be prohibited in all circumstances. 

21. Here the Gaon gives a somewhat rationalistic 
explanation of the nuno n*\ He formulates the principle 
that any disease which results fatally in man disqualifies 
an animal affected by it as food. 

22. The Gaon decides, on the authority of the Talmudic 

1 See Tosafot to Kiddushin, 45 b, below. 
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wnn (Ketubot, 94), that the heirs of a man who 
has left a single dwelling house are not obliged to let his 
widow occupy it. If her sustenance is provided for, she 
can be made to return to her father’s house. This decision 
does not apply to a case in which the estate owns several 
houses. 

23. This deals with the case of a widow who prefers 
to be maintained by her late husband’s estate to having 
her dowry paid out to her. The practice varied in 
different parts of Palestine as well as in different parts 
of Babylon. In the latter country, with the exception 
of Nehardea and its district, the widow was compelled, 
in the time of the Amoraim, to accept her dowry ( Ketubot , 
54 a). For his own time the Gaon decides that in Babylonia 
the old practice with its exception should be continued, 
but beyond Babylonia the widow’s preference was to be 
considered. However, the Gaon’s decision was not uni¬ 
versally accepted, as may be seen from Harkavy, Responsen 
der Geonim , 389. Comp, also Alfassi on Ketubot , 1 . c. 

24-25. The next two Eesponsa also deal with dowry 
rights, in connexion with Ketubot , 54. 

26. Here we have a lengthy discussion of the dimensions 
of the two tablets of the Law* The subject-matter and 
the temper of the discussion make it highly improbable 
that this Responsum is genuinely Geonic. Furthermore, 
bpl taw p jnj 'n pwn is quoted, which would bring the 
Responsum down to the end of the eleventh century. It 
is possible that ^RW is a copyist’s error for nmn, who is 
mentioned by the Geonim Natronai and Zemah (see 
Muller, Mafteah, pp. 121, 149) L It should be noted, too, 
that the statement here attributed to Nathan does not 
occur in the 'Aruk, which throws further doubt on the 
reading taw. 

27-3°. These Responsa deal with mourning ceremonies, 

1 This Nathan was from Africa, and he was no relative of Sherira, 
whose uncle’s name was Nathan ben Judah. MGller, MafUah , 157, 
attributes to the Babylonian Nathan what really belongs to the African. 
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and, with the exception of No. 28, are found in the Geonic 
collection jrrc nyP, III, 4, 8 ; III, 4,4; HI, 4,5, where they 
are attributed to the Geonim Paltoi, Natronai, and Hilai 
respectively. 

31-32. Both these Responsa bear the superscription 
"Nn and all the Responsa that follow, up to the 

last, lack a superscription. It remains doubtful, therefore, 
whether all the following Responsa are attributed to Hai 
Gaon, or only the two actually bearing his name. The 
first of these two Responsa is found also in pV, III, 4, 6, 
and is there attributed to Paltoi Gaon. The other, which 
is written in Arabic, will appear in the next article of 
this series. 

33-35. This group of three contains explanations of 
certain difficult words in Gittin, the most noteworthy 
among the explanations being of the word Nntao. Ac¬ 
cording to the Gaon the Amoraim possessed a sort of digest 
of the most important parts of the Halakah, and this 
they called tcrtao. 

36-40. This group of four Responsa deals with certain 
laws of clean and unclean (nttona). In Responsum 36, the 
Gaon calls attention to the fact that vessels belonging to 
Gentiles are not unclean by reason of their owners, but 
only because they may have been used for prohibited 
food. He supports his opinion by reference to the Tal¬ 
mudic statement that the corpse of a Gentile cannot defile 
(Siki WDBO PN W non; compare Yebamot , 61 a. Baba Mezia> 
114 b). On the other hand, the Gaon is very strict regard¬ 
ing np bvi which, he insists, must precede even the 

benediction over food as well as any other prayer. It is 
worth calling attention to the Geonic opinion concerning 
mntD3 phn After the destruction of the Temple it 

ceased to be a possible practice. At first a few Perushim, 
who led a completely isolated life, succeeded in maintaining 
the practice, but later it became absolutely unattainable. 

41. The last Responsum is a very lengthy though clear 
explanation of the Talmudic topic mny in Shabbat , 85 a- 
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85 b. Rabbenu Hananel in his commentary on this passage 
refers to Saadia’s explanation of it, but the few quotations 
adduced by Hananel do not justify us in ascribing the 
Responsum to Saadia. Hai Gaon also has a long Re- 
sponsum on this topic (see Harkavy, Respcmsen der Geonim, 
425)9 his explanation differing from that given in the 
present Responsum, which tends to strengthen doubt as to 
Hai’s authorship of the latter Responsa of our fragment. 
At the end of Hai’s Responsum as printed by Harkavy, 
there is a reference to a strenuous but vain attempt to 
explain the same topic. Possibly Hai had in mind the 
Responsum in our fragment. 
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(Leaf i, recto.) 

ttnia 'Ay panao ntsta pnph p'a 1 ntra ton oto toir «5> ppio'xV? 
nan p mp'i* niDtti Ay pViaoi nooa pa natra pa Ay psnpoi jaan *ns 
ww noa ppiDnrV rrcTT noea p' A ptw nai i*nan Va p' anao ia pamai 
Pan rAy mar ton nnna 'a jn nan nimtt by onWcn n 
jaot? Vi pot? dib*d pr>D V nta 'can non iat? na pvpA moms 
jrpniaa Vi pniaa dib*d nw p* Vi noa p' dup'd p« Vi }a« dib*d 
*tto 'oan ibh'di nntt nan 'b"d nntt nan bw ntut nan tons’ 'nr 'ay 'b*d 
vbv nana ttDDDtp 'ia pia'n by nta prim na pru an 'dm nntt nan 
nnaV no Vittn *nafnn ’mat aaroa iVtt Vn VnB" pia'n n\T 
Vi p niB>y^ Vn 'rm V ii> 'noito mitt prraiD ttV ropV Ay pit io 
'Dtn n’Bt? na ttBtti VnE* 'natp 4 ttnBnn pnoitt utt natp nann ton 
'nn Vntr' ttntti 'ta ttBtti na nat? nato n'BB> VnE* ttDtti na '~av 
ttona ^'attn nattn .Tana wn t6 'naan nottB’ai ®*Dtn nw D'^naa 
nottn V V pita jnpna la'antt bh'b na ttV toy inBDn V tti> *'ttD-itn 
noun tti> onaV ns Vito ntnm nnion 'oan tdV odd nyioE’ 15 
ttV nipV Ay pit D'iaV r» Vittn nah annon n'aa vbd nyicc’ 

naV nnan 

?7 pttan nn'ntp ta'an 7 p nbtttp 
na poinn ibo' naai nniV^ mo ttBan "ttnnnn ttnaa DnVtwini 
Don tori' nittn *r by& dbd poinn ibo'b’ aytti niBBO nmVi> *mtn 10 
ttnaai ttVai ttnaa ton nimn b'nv np'y V AwA niDtt nn'npa Vtt 
w poina pa paioo ntt'na pom ittsoa dm 'mew nn'npa bvnb niDtt u- 
ppnfino pna'b in' nao d'J3db> nyi tto'p Dna pit poin jnitn aV pa 
ttn'n naa 'tt anin Dior ia*ttn na t6 itt nrn nana vnnb w* jn^tto poin 
na'a pipo ptttp Bytt |'om Dtti nmo na'a iDipo ptti i'Vto pncnoi 25 
nn na ap'an ttan’D 'ttn 'n'ottn vmb b*i Bnni> vr nnytwi oina pm ptti 
nanantt M Viai ntoni> nV'tt 'aitt nsnan ainaan ton nan 'nna ttov v 
ttn'aia'y nantr'tt 'tt tt^ itt mnna ttn*aia*y nBnomo ttanana pnnn 

1 Baba Batra , 97 b. * Shabbat , 17 b. * Read "p^n. 

4 Read nncn nn. 4 Aboda Zara, 38 b. 

• Aboda Zara, 35 b below. Our texts read : mm tynwn vh, which 

can only be translated : 11 Do not speak to Ibo. M See, however, R. Samuel 
Edels ad loc. T : from. 

8 Halakot Pteukot, 43: KT 031 Him, but gemdah Genuzah, 159, has it like 
our fragment. 

• Read vnot: uno *] 3 . w Read fru, u HuUin, 47 a. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

rdir ?noi> is vb ir own wood rob im row? '#d k^ok^d 
R nnn Rnoia*yi r ow *nnno nai> ow to panx r!>r Ra'aoo Rnn vb nR'nn 
Rnoia*yn 'oyo wo rj'co ni>n paoi> Rpim 'awn paon p oi>iyi> wni 
po'D ow 'mn pim pen ow pon w lainn RO'pn Rin pon rtto 
rbodx'o vb vbvvn Rnn Rom pon Rinaen dri jnoy Rnoia’y janoxo 5 
row Rsnoxna 'oyo 'no naia pen nnai 5R\n na'ODi noy Rnoia'y 

pnoRp r^> po' 1 nna i!>'br Rin Ranoxna Rin R>n noxy oaa m'a 
wsi an mi) noR nano'Di* nao 'ew am nnap^ ntiri o'a oon R'nn 
’RTin Rnoia'y wi> npi wi> Rnn *an Rn"na 't'y on 'ew ani> bor *na 
n'R 'an njvn'a on 'drp rJ»r nnw ia nn"n*a pam rri> 'crp Rinoi 10 
ow oy RBnovo »an menai R'n nn*n' Rn'aia'y r.ti na'D pyotr wi> 
:rw at? noipoc' po'i>e» r 5 »'r riBiovo pr nanoxocoi 
'Rnno w w^yo Rnnn Rnoiaiyo Roin Tan Ra'n oniwtwi vi 
nm Ran'D i>a jaan niDR 'an r*> ir nDno RDin Rinn pann i>aa w 
imn dbo nR'm now p Ran'Dn paotn nano Rnnn Rnou'ya 15 
R 3 'h RBno p Ran'D im pnnxi (?) noRi Ra'in Ranno Ran'D n^ia 

panon rdwi Raw 'Renan ;Rnaai> nRn p nxviD Rim vn 
la *mj^B Dy p’no 'Da ir me»a ir nano w'bid nyi w'ap'yo 
nanD wi> bri nano cjid nyi n5>nno roird pa'non Rawn 13 'Rn 
Bipo iri nano rw Rn'an aipo win pnoa Rin? ir Rai>a ny 20 
na'non Ran npna na'nx rdir p Raw 4 R3Rnpnaoi Rin Rn'an 
Raw jnntra wi> bri nano paxao ir RanDn Ra'no ni> pnaovni 

nR'na nao Ra'Ri rib Rn'an nipo ir Rawi> rdir pa Dinp Rawn 
wm i> 3 R nneoi nR*na pno nR'na nao none rbyv nmp manoi 
Ronp win nnR ninp na ni>yi Rn*an nipoa Ri>e» nsa 'r nao R3'i> 25 

: nano rwnn Rain*a Rim pawn 
*non 


1 Read 'taw. 

* The editions of the Talmud read to win ar, MS. Munich to min 
without an. 

* Hullin, 47 a. 4 ?; e*n, 3a, reads vtn. • Arabic: end. 
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(Leaf a 9 recto.) 

bJ na'P* PKn no* an jpn 1 niawn 
*naaai ppnpai aio now D'ye '333 npna nan* nwi> fti'Dip norm ix 
ina p'ymK vb ipmn v 6 nae>o *k jn pona pfon wpo pi>n we> *01 
pom pyo oa ia t w nonao «iiy pSddi ktob pna niK nnajn 
yew p w 'n owo pm' 'n 'ok unoKt? noa p*pnai ppim pyo '3315 
inaK 'n n*i> 'em *oi* 'na pny 'mm ww noa jnprv mm? noa jnaipi 
pom jina myo '33 nonai naaai ppnpai ai>a nneo pom 'noK *a 
na pro am iwot? am ni> p yenm nna ninefi pi>ya ppmotto 
v v in* noiopa Kinoi> mnano fjen Kootn Kpiai * • prw x 
K*n Klip* db wiims nonaa in* noioen *otn k^ nonaa 10 
nKn *i>iayiK fcpm ny ten i> 3 K none nonaa 71* noioe> 
Kootn Kpiai 4 k 5 » i>ay*K Kin mnano nen i>ax ncnoi 
pj 3 a nonaa 'oan vov mono i»a oi> own *DKn nonaa *03 t|iyn 
now an ok win anna eonew ko*k *ki ‘spy jmi>y nr\* niya 
neiDa p*nno Kpn KaK na n*on’ am winnai nneo «|ip tv 15 
na mom am Kni> wi’in nm?a noiop ninDB nainn an'oK enn'ea 
ii>K i>a an ok mom am Knn oyo *kd an 'ok win ami* k!>i wjk 
min inai niya in* noiot? meo nonaa 71* noiot? ^*aK kp 
yenm noK 'Knins na *ov n J>Ken Kma k 5 »k winyep on i>aa i>m 
nn*n niminni none inai «iiya *p* noiot? e *3 nmn i>n Ki»m ni> p 20 
n"m ropin? nnBiBt? ni» nryi ni>e> 71’ nooeot? wiBi>n p pyot? ni> 
cmn nen> bop mn wififo p pyot? m mnn no*oi> ii> n*K *kd k^k 
T ina ni>E> nsp nnp* 3 n nnoK Kpn *03 Kn nno ia nnw ni>m Kin 
flip :nBno *|iya 71* noioea pnyop np'ta *mn enin ntry Q'3B»n 
eoeot? t]iyi>B» t| 3 ai nap '3 kob> nwna npna na*nv ma 3 K pa nao kvd 3 k> 25 
nano nonaa in* noiop an ok rmm an otn ni>e> riK'na pnai> 7ns 
i>Kioen nwnn nap '3 nor nano epya pja noioB» .mwa nip 71* noiot? 
'ok pm* ni nivi> nwn pk 'ok n’pim pna'n pm* noKpi pna'n 'ok 

1 Bead n. * Hullin, 56 b. 

* Ibid. " * Ibid., 54 b. 

• Ibid., 56 a. • Eullin, 57 a-57 b. 
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nen{> kS nwi> r$> pk k$w '*pdoi D'aaK pa m!>t? ni>pa naem \b & 
frptn 'n n*i>p nia*ao .Tnu&x am ^kvi tun n 6 K non^ ii> ptt 'ope 'rd 
mane na*an na *di* nn kot?o Kanpoa *noK Kpn K*n ^.n w 6 ok 
pit ok n'prm i^ao oKpn rrpm iaoi 1 p^iaanna *pa iw -do *ante 
Kan pr f>ai pm* na b'n pm* ni an p^iaanna *pa ia*K *an 'p*d sjivb nton 5 
ni 5 >kidbo anni> mb) pna*n prmn noKpi irma iwot? n*i> Dpn 
no'aaoi pn nap^i? nnciDC’ K*ao npma nx*ai pna*n nom pm* 
kvd K^t? *ppi : pm* ni !>kideo npnai n*fiaoi ntonta nap nsa xn 
nniK pmo npma nx*ai mo Dipoa bv naaa ppna bv naaa mo 
k^ *ki nnoi> tnaa n*nj£a pf>a*oi K*n mo pnoiK no nyo na e* dkio 
:’* lipa onaaa nonaa 'oan iaot? menu i>a *b *at<nn none -mo 
mpo p*no nona bvi ninna npao ia na*a p«B» ejiy ainaen xn a 
nonan jo nm* *pifo? nap Kin pm *na na*a pK no odd ino*nt? 

■pis in*o n^na npao naoi rbv nap naoi tr man hid hid 
tnaan KB^noa na’iDT moim :r»* no* u p*vnf»a pnpni>xni 
ntm noiaoea *oa *k ntna na'iDT nton pai nonoi npna ni> pK 16 
mpo pan motn pnatw t6n (l)’mina nmatm a'p «iki np*na ni> pK 
noK k!> oKpn *mr6 ia*oon oiki pino nK*m *aiK k$>k k*h nnan 
Ka*nol nK*n pi nano ntom ton*D i>a !>3r imoa tbv k^k 
nanena kS ntnoi np*na n 5 > pK nnanan noiaotsa ik nnanaa ao 
Twvnbv niailp *nen : nnanan dp ninp K*nt? po*n nai'^p KaiKa k!>kxiv 
K im? noiaoen pdd*d proai p*o nnto p*o nnK *dik jnt? 

pan dk pco'D initta nK*nn ton'D twooi kti'eo pan 
ioa rtanfio dki nK-aa p oik noo^ np b tai ai>n np*po 
Kin Kan*D *tm p*noK pan nrm apo ib'ttn itd it nphno as 
PKa app* an no ia*anKt? Dnen'tB'i :ns*noi np*na ni> pki xv 
*np anao iai» ora ie»ap K 3 *bn Ktreno nniK pm 3 ^ iab n*nn 

1 ^fuJKii, 57 a. * See tfn, 35. • nlvna f nv ms? 
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t6 in K3'in Nts'Enea Tnan Kamaa ppma anx bki nia'e*' 
inne* nii>np innun' *bv na 'too nnv nr nana iprnnm 
'ne» jnro a'D'n n'xa vb ie*n'Bi nimn am nmn ne*vni 
iwi d'ob’h p unw no ani> mwm it Kamoa nia'is* 
npna ni> px nnye*n Dina i5*bk xa'in wpd*id3 tows 
D nia u'k yaiaa ntpyn ai>n K'n nimn naW nanoi 
myCT aina ■pow Byxe* 1 xa'in xe*BnD uti 'koi 
dk k^k nanD'i xi> 'notn neno paxao ttki ipibdi 
xmp uk ptn nap*j xi>i npna noxn dki nx'nn napu p 
nao norm rbw anp nimn b'n naa napw ntonn na io 
zbw ai>n noxn dki ap*n inn nnoin ’anp U'K nxna 
nnxa wik pmn Kin ioipoi udo pm Kin nntp pnia 
nman aipo |noa iax 'noxpn nxnn nnnan noona 
ania u'k yaiaa 'iB*yn ai>n b'n ji> 'n'pn 'an 'nox Kin Kin 

nmpna 

mi> mi> xa'in Kama •p'aii 1 to’in twanD Kin nn 15 

n'^ xa'in xaman roant" 'nt? inio iai nanoi 
jn nB' k^ iniK ppmae* ansi ainix nvpo muxi : nanoi 
PKB* Kp'TBK '{5*1X1 B"n'31 K'0niB3 BBID p'tfOD peiy 
peny jn nB' Ka'in xan'Da ppmae* ji>e* pnnpa pi>e*ao 
apy' naa p^ine* aiiniK 'e*:xi pme'Kn i>y roana jnb imm ao 
iDiK n*n no jruo pyni' uxi mn wop n*n jkp £yv i>T jikj 
mnoe* pyoie* ii"n 'dj p ami' jn bk mno mn noi 

ppiim nia'B*' 'ne*i>er u*nian vm Ka'in Kama apjn 'an 
apy' 'a- ide* , 'nan iyoe* nriK ayBi mania'p Kin ii> nin xi>i 
an noi 'Dia'K an no ii>xx idm'ji xa'in Kama pnai> mnn 25 
ii» moK anoy B'n'o!>n noai ii>vK 101211 i»pr D'lixa pm 
xi> ani> noK xa'in Kan'a pnai> n'no nnxe* uyw 'xma 


ffullin, 49 b. 


* Ibid., 48 a. 


Digitized by 


Google 



GEONIC RESPONSA 


31 


(Leaf 3, verso.) 

PK 'ok»d 0'idik.ti mo uk oina we- inoap pod Kai'D 
na$>p a^>n nan “ini' room nona »*p D'oya mo uk ma 
pian nam nai'i kihi nnuu'yai nm uik 3 Kin pimp Tinoi 
ropa tmK naop p'ai di5jpi on oina kS nSya anin .iK'ia 
■piy irKi nK'in p to abn piano no’ na' nyayaoi .ik’i^p 5 

K3i'D i»no ukp laai to piano lovyo ki.i k^k t» ipdd^> 
ppi^n uk pk nrot ia dkp pm ai id ia'pn , “jidup 
wain nahfK Mn niW iKiai own p ivt dk way 
'np anao na^> uynnp noi aai> uppnp no DniK lyroi oniK 
oanK ditto iniao D'K3P jikj apy' ai id i5>'dki nia'P' 10 
'o jna nnm i’no n'n D’ioik dip noa kS tod n'.i ira 
Dn DKi nia'P' 'np nyi by nay k5>p K3'in Kai’D prap 
''bk Tyi onipWn Dnnai> pin P p'p Diynn ppiy di^pi 
row noa xb\ ii>p niWa ptdp noa viaia ioy apy' no 
Kii piipn ■io d'^k 'o jikj pnv ai id!m 'pia'K ai iob 15 
vby ppii>n i'n apy' ai ioi>i 1 1 'i'ano ttbi n'ano ia b'n 'idkp 
anap nbtn ny «i»i inioa npyp nia'P' 'npa pw nn 'ia !>a 
ai io n'op pan' 'a 'Kim' ai id .iidk Knf>’o *nni 
'Ki'jn ai id oai> pi'a iaa khi 'k:did ai idi 'Ka'an 
•TOia 'kjidd ai idi na'ioi Knipna mb n' 5 > K 3 'h Kai'D 20 
s it 5 > mm k!>3 P'1 k^ kp'i Kh Dai> ana K^ni Ki'ao mn 
ai V'D 'dkii apy' ai idi n'Sy j'a'^a ounnKi duipki 
«ni"D K^K 'K11T ai ID 11DK k!>1 ID'oi* K 3 'K 'K11.1' 
ai iaa 4 K'^ni nona nn noa roi> 3 ’p k^>i rrb KianD*o 
ima £'K3 ni>nn parr6 nnpp'a dk ‘pai 'dki 'a 'Knn'35 
jbia'pa pa jaaa pa n^iaa npna na p* nK'n kjikixvi 
Ka'ip toi'ai Dipo oik *ninai 'oyo 'K01 naiKi kivod iy 
j^a niyavKa anno pki nia’P' 'np anao iai 

1 Ketubot , 3i a. * Read Him. 

* See p. ax, footnote. 

* Read rriiTu * Pesahim, naa. 
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an ia uni uSp dk an outa paDa emem ien*K 'etnxvn 
an na tana b'nv «n ia pea pnay na jtwa ‘mro dk tern 
ton ntnna wm ai ia nan inn D'oyo 'Jens pen? ok inioat ’twin 
tom ai ia ton t|inp ok ai s idkpi mnta to'atti m^ opi pt? iot 
now n'a laottp ninp dki an 'j^b'okp ttna *iDKpi rm'D dk 5 
Koby 'inai p'poot pw now n'a laottp mi'D dki ttau mnn 
mro dki jkdi yi>a nj'aDi Kprm *\b\p 6ki jkdi pw now n'a 
:*to'an mnta 'Wn *yin vb i'ioi ajtt pjd*d iaop 
kdu 5 > why *k pin pan iidk pan tmn ttn'JW'tt pjy£ 'mn xvm 
*jik nimfc m^ paioxo ttnoo'y Km oik |rnn po’a tta'to tom 10 
pnini> mi> panto Knowy Kim k^bo kjik Kin rd'k *ki meot 
i>iai 1 * 3 4 'ek an mopi> rntn o*a *j*a K*nn pan noma meot oik 
‘ twipem pKBiin jr6 now njanott two nyn nnw me 'twm 
jroK opi p oui> p'm mem mi>a rb n^yin kS p* ‘Kntpemt p* 

P'010 p oyo jno neon mm lean nK i^ai monen iwien 15 
mmo ia nttooo nj'K nyii>a .mow dbo ttai dki iKDioi* nb 
mw iu na'py i otn n!> p'oio i'»i> isj ik ‘.ikddd nj'K nyti>a 
iidk p oyo jnje> p'a *dj ton T a«n p'Dt nao nia i>ato me nK p'a 
me nnw6 p wik udik pw to ia jone^K one^tn p'a 6^1 ik 
f>oa 'int? nnnw p ww^ enni> pto iidj nmn i>KiB*i> imo meatao 
aiyntt me^ nomaa Djaje> pa now nyeo nnt? i^dk wo nyua 
pa d«d not man bxt* into bp cube' p*p petnn pk rbv 'yia 
13B» nnw pkodd pk nia )nne> dk niton nttoto ]m ma tbk 
myoa tf>oa idik rmm i kdd mea nKon 'o rmnw me • iw 
nia iai»'n “mtm ia nabn mm* 'it “i'kd 'n pnono Dno ’Koiiya £e'p 25 
my'ea ima iaae> nnnev d*u^p pi> pewt pKt foienb mea into it 
myoa ouao mem na^na rb ptaaoi na'pb “kii K*otm s^n iat 
'oan noK myoa djo kS>b> dibu maim ^*oa kJ»i K^nr i> 3 Kxx 

1 juain, 8 b. 

3 So reads MS. H in Rabblnovicz, Dikduke Sqfetim, the editions have 
n^aa nan, who was a contemporary of Rab. 

3 This reading is not found either in the editions or MSS. of the 

Talmud. Compare also Rashi, ad loo. 4 HuUin , 47 a. 

• Sic! 4 * * JBuUin, 71 a; but nan and not Kan. T Miahnah Nazir , VI, z. 

3 Parah) IX, 5, comp, also Pesahim, 18 a. 9 Erubin , 96 b. 

10 Read tkd 5 twice, to complete the clause before it and the clause 

after it. n Erubin, 46 b. u Read «i. 
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D'opbi on Kin O'dpb a^nnt? afe neon ufe riapn -idk nob 
>iKn n^N nnaipo nvm ’d’bok fe ai>ni> nans dw pio fe 
s, 3i kobo nine in* 'o 'K3i ife l pia'ni> a^n nrps onn miK kS>k on 
'’nai i>aiK on ifea abna ne»a bwiov fe o^ iero afeit? pio p 
nvy nnep jntf mono nncv ruicp 'si neon op train fen k!>i & xxi 
in ifei nfeta miDKi nfefi nonaa Dno nnK w okb> poio | 6 
pfes 'oaro tbod tkd n np '31 own naipi nano men? niiotr & 
Tnfe mono men? niiop noS : 4 nano n«n rooa pKt? i>a fen nr £ 
nonaa ufe tdk mod no Kim Dn^t? iBiia fe kw nan fe r 
npDBJ nunjne' p'ai no Kin ap*3 Dnfe> o wno p'a *po^ -ft io 
isnna D'fe d'pvb neap ~]b pn*n mota onp ap*3 no onK j* 
nonaa 13$> noK p'B^ no Kin n*o ap'i imo Dinpt? p'ai no mo Dnsfe ~ 
to apo ont6e> iafe p'a ife nfe a^n ap'3 mo^ onp naipi S 
noai niao noa i> pn'n napop nK'nn nonan p'ai no ton-p 
paotr p'ai no u'ki mtfe ibw by ofeu d'oic noai D'pva a 15 
mono nne»p niioB* ba pi no Kin to efe D’ne> nK'nn by wik 
'ji ifen k$> nonoi nfe a'nan nianoi mfe font?' *33 fern k^p 

an '3Kn 'oik i3Kti» 13 'Kn ia ‘fe 'n'aa ftn* 'nn nK '*mn xxu 
mi» n'K tfe Ka'.n k^i 'na 'n '3 n'b n'Kn Ka’.n ‘ mnppaa n^i mn'aa «idi' 

13 nntr nnK n '3 kS>k ii> pkb» 'o pe» Knp'pa oan noK nae> ‘koh nn k^k ao 
fe'i> i$> mn o'na 'n '3 13'3k 5> n*n ife |.T3K nw6 noii> D'oin' pfe 

n'3 i>K *ab nnK n'a k^k ;w nton nK 'nn wap one nnK 
fe n'S K'nt? Dipoi> pnse'et? nb n’K ni3iio ^ p nitre wki 
n3oi>K Knntr pama ofen’ 'bok i*n na 'iwi : s w an na noa xxm 
nb pjnu D'tni' wn* dki nnaina npan pKt? iota n«n ’o» i>a n3ir’3 as 
ck feoen min’ 'tsoKa b'n ok an non’K kpi nniK pnoiBi nnaina 
nnxa 'tP3K iW it b'm fe'ai nnKins fe fe npsKa b'n 


1 Head o*tnnr». 
4 Ketubot, 54 a. 


* ? * Niddah , 9 a. 

4 Read mn, 

D 


4 Hull in, Mishnah , II, r. 
7 Ketubot , ibid. 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



34 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 5, recto.) 


nitons Ssi S 33 'oix utt v:ab ten's St uSt? pxa ptrna u'anx nx 
3iD ppnriDt? tax Stooeo unj mxiis Sbi xynna 313 una 
'3XD1 ijt xynna p\n iy 'dix uxp p'3 jnS rbv new vs Stnotroi 

wpo Ss Stia ie»y xS S 33 S 1 xymnaS Sua ieve> P'3 xymnai X3p 
Pidibi nmirn nS pania Q'enr on' dxb> nicyS pxn 313 DSiyae’ 5 
anao nnS pxe> Dipoi :3i3 peiy laxe* iaSe> n3'e«3 anao pi nmx 
rovo ones p ii3tsT3 ono 'ine> pe> S 31 '3'i3 Sxioeo S'n |S 'o'? 313 
x'nx S'Sj 'e’axsi p'enBDi 1 pom' 'dsjd nait'a nacSx pm dScii'3 
DytD no ’niaito nS px no'3i'Bi nS'n*3 *|Di' 31 exi xn 'xevnxxiv 
ilD'31'BI nS'rP3B> p'3B> P|D 1 ' 31 DX XH1 'eil'B 131 JIUITD nS PX 10 
nrivoi , . , 

niaito nS px xeo'.nS nnjn nanat? p'3i xetrnS nnjn nana 
nnsira nysn ox 'oix iaxi niaito nS pxe» 15 x 1 pi n*33 .Trains 

n'F px* pi n'33 xSe> nraira njt 3 n dxi more nS px pi n '33 
1DXBT3 nSo 3 it njnoensi pi n'33 nraira nysinp iye> niaito 
mSn ftp niaito nS e* xS'x niaito nS px no'si'Bi nS'rro tpo 3115 
px ioxi px iS rrS xjtdd psi noxi xn ’vtmn :*|Di' bisxxv 
rroioS na'o*xpD 3 'xoS 'dxi nsinas nsira *xan *xa' iox 

IWTI ’® pi3i pj3 rairaS i'B * pi3i pas rairaSi S 01 nSmoS 

1 ' n dxi n 3 in 3 ip'ys nSe> ncDin nnix p* 3 x nn'D inxS n '33 
naiewiSt? n'33 px 3 i D't?a 'nt yo D'as tram not pisoi ypip iS 20 
xSx in *33 iS pxi inxS vnntr mot? P '3 jo'x rains Sio'S 
3 in Sys ton mmn S'n n"ae> incx fne’Bni nnx nsira iuw 
nimpS n'o ptovio px naipxi ine’x '331 '.133 .1331 mpe> imxo 
.IBID xS picx "xn '13 DIB pi 31 P 33 n 3 W 3 'OIX 13 X 135 ? 
xS S’lil ' 13 yt?DD XB1D pIDX n'OtlD Xno '33 'ISyB'DD 25 

: 5 'i3yt?»D xbio 


1 Ketubot, Mishnah , XI, 1 ; 95 h. a Ibid., 54 a. 

3 Ibid., 54 b 55 a. 4 Ibid., 90 a. * Ibid., 55 a. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



GEONIC RESPONSA 


35 


(Leaf 5, verso.) 

noai 1 enenn nitto w nnatn ntrya on nvnitt noa 'tren xxvi 
-itryi> d'tw nitto w pi>nntra nmtr ~m mb mn nnw 
pai yavtt ttba nittm nvnitt O'ntn nw nwi nttxoj nmtr 
pai ana pa mitre nttxoi yavtt ttiba kw nw ttiba nwi> nw 
yantti nbyobo niyaxtt yantti myavtt yantti entryi ntto mr >5 
niyaxtt miry e'ntr nn nnntt nipo niyaxtt ya-itti noob niyaxtt 
mitm yiwa myaxttn b ikxdj yantti o'*itryi ntto by onitt spin 
niyaxtt mn e'trbi ntto nt'nttbi noo5>tn nbyobv mm ana 
noa mbtr armn onett nimb Tint ooyd nr l!?p p*D 
nn mil? ttiba mxb mu? pai nry mb pn nme» noa ’mbtrio 
anna niyaxtt nnotn entry nn *'dd niyaxtt ya-itti nm 
mm ana nmtr nnotn entry mb "\b tr* pam ntn mb 
arma niyaxtt miotn entry jmr noaen neatr niyaxtti 
roiotr peny ntto e'oye entry lb mb nnn? "pittai mb 
po o'trb jn wtn new o'trb o'eye ntrb nitto i$ 
s|b nn nitto ytrn by onitt spin ntto rmn O'yatr by 

TOIOtD 

nitto wb 1 ntttrj e'eb ntrb nn meb by s|bi> on 
niyaxtti mm anan amn tiin mb nmtr b ib tr» nn nnoen 
nitto nnotn o'eb esej» ne>b npntt eipoi omx ya-ittb 
mb nttnpi mb nanai Ann sp jo'o niyaxtt njiotriao 
jrt' nnn nnn nnn nnn O'cb ntrtr nn mx oena 
niyaxtt s|b a'i nn nitny niyaxtt ntry nos? *a asmon 
o'tny *im oatrn nnn o'oye i ii> nttsn mmr s|b msny 
nittoi> mob ntrbi> pb nosn nnrbi n'nttoi o'eb nrb 
tcxin oosn e'srbi niyaxtt nitto onttoi onrb *ji» enas 
ntteo mmr oswo by myavtt nitto yaitti entry ono 
nnotr ibt$> epb niyavtt e'nen enrbi nitto miotr 


1 See Tobiah ben Eliezer*s Lekah Tob , II, 139, ed. Buber. 

* The second mV?© is a dittography from the preceding line. 
’ Read rfeai rmp, “ on both sides.” 

D % 
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troys a*' one ttv own o'oys nne»y e*e* 'in own D't?eni> nitto 
o*oys nyantt ii> inttw bwh D'nso 'in nimt Dwn!> Dn?on 
one*yi ntto jno t«m niyaxtt D'nen o'e*i>en o'ntto nn on?cn 
me*y omen ntto ntteo when ontto nn nimt ~m by niyaxtt 
D'ntto nn nimt njioa6 niyaxtt yantti cyan one ttvin niyavtt 5 
jm? niyavtt 2' jno train niyavtt mar w nttao raioen on?en 
nne» ion 'in pnno tom top 'in oioyn 'a incite* inn nit vhv 
iiapn i>e*a nit e^en nimt ye*ro n’twi o'nttoi «ii>tt minn ntraoj 
mre* ansi :tan mn o'oen 'tot? riapni>e*3 nntt mt twos oinym 
one*y nantt nsy r6so noito ntm nntt no ’b« notoi 'ma nsy nbo 10 
innso n i>pt i*tt'n' ta jna '•> fiton ia*a*i b*tb m notta ne*y ami notta 
na*yi nott one*y nant mt noit?s nb'sen row ot? n nmo pan imni>e* 
r6isa nsy tom notta na*y amn nnt?y nant 'ott ia'si> arm niott 
nntttra ia^m ejiyni ni*Bai 'aim hsa pc*i> ttint? ti> nisyin tpai pe^o 
unto d'ib naina tom 'nai Dnt?y by one*y ntraoj nn^isao nnoans 15 
ntraoj nyn'i* nyn* TioDm o'pkn *jb 6 ruroyni nnitt e*ii>pnB*a 
njioe* niyivn Dne*y ti> a** ttn"*iana nrpi>n oneya D'yantt 
nmixi nimt yantt na an tovnana nyano nett nt nott nitto 

mtto n nott ti> am? pm u _ non ynx _ it 

inn mmt i itraoj nottm § mt mt H »o 

D'a^ njioe*o nott nitto g mt mt § 

D'e^en mt nitto o'ne*i * nott fiitt n 

D'D/tt na»^t? minn ntraoj o'nttoi n's^tt ne’i’e* peny nimt trnen 
oinyn ttvoj jan mn trotyl o'o i 5 >ye*a mo 'o "nai nimt o'nttoi 
1 mina o'nttoi D'si>tt ne*i>e*o nntt ii>ia 25 
inn nnso twa*© nioon ntt poia motto pan pm ttn 'aw xxi 
niiwtt pit ott yenm *ia iw *i>i>ijn DnD'a*o bitt yenm n nry'i’tt 'n nan 
vi>y n^n 'no*tt niiratt bit 'ant an pnotn i>i>un ono'e* ny ri>y ni>n 
jnoon msaa awn: ni^'att amnia* nye*oi 3 i6un no'no nye*o 


1 Srubin , ai a. * Moid Katan, 37 a. 3 Sanhedrin, 47 b . 
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tiens pxhnm k 5 > ix i'i>y pVni> 3 "n nyia bv i^ina no b net? ns '»mr\ xxvm 
nyiata tana pitani pympt? wsut? maa nr nan maa mens ix ton i>ax 
px w pt? pitan px antsy s|nntrni> ppmn D-anp 5>ax nab painpn 
a^ax nana 'xa 'mr\ : 1 vxbv panp x$>x pnaa xh pitan xh pymp xxix 

D'bx pm mem otaax p'naxpna nam nana 1 n'iox nsirun 'xai 5 

tap'x xnair nan xma D'i>ax nsinsn ni> xpi>nD'x ttntrm *psan p 
nysvat? D'nan 'xmn 4 wi> T'nai «ni>ns ma xjnn’x n?x an '2b xxx 
ntam an» nym naan e^aeni inson ninys 'men -ins ''naxn >n 
trDnnsa taa un fay xi> 'yxa 'xi may 'yxa 'xi ins's menn pana 

e»xnn nyns wr 'xa }me>yi> msu naim ms tacxi nysnra bax 10 
naan ewn pe> bar sms xysxa naan ns'pn ynp nnrnni 
ib pxt? na mw an naxn xn by 'iiwi "xn isani* :xin xysn xxxi 
nun aew Dipa nr <xa "laipaa paenn Dnx ua nnt?y pxa parua 


pnaix jn na ami nr nan peny nns' naa ny ainr imaa ix nDsan 
: Dnx^ ie>ss tnD'n an ax 'aan max Ta laipaa paew nyea 15 
axa' itar men tx 'xst? *nyat? i>a rtar nbaxna onxh? inacs 


x:b» xi»i uaa nnasst? 0 aipaa xi>x rtaxna nstn bxnn vby ib>dji a g 
'aan max Tat? Dipaa paenn pxa parua )b px ix parua )b tr p 2 
spans mn xai' 5 >a min' nn n'niaa*ea a'aen parua ii> pxt? na xmn & n 
Tnjn rrun rra^rur rr6 nrin'x n'naina a'nn buxi nne»y 'a min’ an | « »o 
aipaa aenn xat? p'a jnsrua i 5 > pxn syx xai>x 7 'nyn nx nnrunt? & a 

"in "xn mnt> :naruna x'n db> inaeo nnaDst?~p | xxxn 

0 2 . 

H 

8 g *5 


xn»» n n^ ax 'xew n xxxui 

l"* 

x'n nn"na ix x'n xnaDa fn^aa ’T'n^'aaa p'y pis np'nr n*> man' 

1 Mishvah , M. Katan, III, 7 ; 94 b below. 9 Ibid., 24 b. 

* Ketubot, 8 b. 1 Berakol, 46 b. * M. Kat. f 24 a. 

* Shabbat, 152 a, below. T Ibid., 152 b. 

* Here occurs an isolated Arabic Responsum. The original text and 

a Hebrew translation follow on p. 38. 9 Giftin, 44 a. 
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b7 "xn uaib 

XJWD iixbvbx XplX 'D flD'Jabx 'bx bai' |X fib T1J' *>n 3lbx IV Xlbx'D 

nab nxbvbxi -lU'Ybx yxonix npi 'b nD'iabx 'bx bam jx nr rox 
-iia'vbx yxonSx npi 'b Dxibxa xprnbo pa' xbi yvio [nb ms]' 
pa’ xbi rrbv xobxj mm pa' x»r ' flym nb ns' roab nxbvbxi 
nBiv xb po inn'n 'bx bapx np nxn’ pi .tt »d xnyr pa' ba xyro 
nn'Bxv avna nbbx b»n' jx 'bx na pxrnbxbx p min' xbyxs pa' jx 

ibn out xbi I'lmbx nb nan nnnxmm 


Hebrew Translation *. 

. nbfinn pta roan n'a bx Djanb -iniD ox am by onbxm 
papnn pia noan n'a bx oaanb ib mior unar naa 
oy vjd ib '.T bxi Dipo ib *im' bax , nbenn prai -navn 
ib mv bax . nbenn prai navn papnn nya D'rjxn 
biuo XiT xbx iovy nx Drp' bxi .naba vbv ac^ts» nan nrx 
b'nn' i'bx anpn'r vn'a' xb nrx r'x nxn' dxi . inxnoa 
mn'tn'i vby ovibx onn' nrx ny ia yi« 'bab m'nrnb 
nra niDx pxi * pxiraa nnici . innnobi inix'nab 


1 The copyist, under the influence of the preceding line, wrote 'rano 
instead of but noticed his error in time. 

* I beg to acknowledge my indebtedness to my friend and colleague, 
Dr. I. Friedlaender for his kind assistance in translating the Arabic into 
Hebrew. 

* The Arabic text has a*nn “marriage,” and according to it I have 
J'HTO in the Hebrew. But perhaps run - Aramaic :vn, which in later 
Rabbinic is used in the same sense as noon twn. The question put 
to the Gaon would then have some justification, as there are cases when 
a person in a state of impurity is o"nra t»ch. Comp. Mocd Katan , 15 b, 
Pinsker, supplement, p. 32, below, and n # \r, 176. 
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RnaDDa n'enoa nao^nn i>ao navaapDe> nanana naai>n Rn^ao era's p 
nans’ xn^aotr nisio^ nnR nantp r$>r Rva' aa'R nop^J 0 nnR .ti'ddip neats' 
newa ata tiD^nn Sao nnR RnaDD Rpnr -in Rnb'ao ia Rva nn'D$>tp 
la an'a 'rd 'naaan 'cptpi b'rt *pa Rp'nt n naatp rrnv nnR Rnawa iniDa xxxiv 
: Rn^nan Rnapn oab RnS'Dn rdub * 5>iaDns : anaan oai>a naasn aenn'B xxxv 
naana ptpenn p* nRoaD^a 'a yn ’5>taa naaan'pna D'nan 'Raw xxxvi 
non cp jna Rwa »6a nn'aa r!>i naana rS D"aan jd hrdid pr 'a j 
nr\w Dnni>tp naaan'p$> rwin p^ijra odd r^r 5>.naRa rood pR nan 
ntpBRtr !>aa r6'aa neaa piwao jntp pra d.td 5>y Damn kdb» nan pa 
jira'a anaoa ir an^o noo dir inva DRa inne* tana nane”^ R!>tni>io 

»a aanoR nn fenn 'Saa ane* na'aa D'tpa DRa jranaen vnDB’ pa ir xxxvii 
'aa 5>r nan nnana 'na ja dtr bw- asaao naRvava naRDaon nnann i>aa 

niH01 * 1 pRooo D'aan |*a a&n nisoioa prddd on i>Rit^ 'aa bRne* 

RBtaa r 5» aa waw aR fenn 'i>aa n'aa nar aR ma nyaa a^R p'bS 

rwoiBn . tit 

aR aa'R 'np pyaa spae> D’tpaRa D'eo ppayo pa'yp paR nacoxxxvin 
i>ya oan anDR Tat? Ran pnea yaaaa r$>r np'y i>a D'i>a rood pRa 16 
na nnoo pnw ny 5>aR’ r^sp **ap ^ya bv Rva mataoa pc' yaoa 'np 
payi> aa'naawa aa'at? ■pe’ annR^a ptcn 'asb naaaa na*aa a'Ba yaanp 
aiORtp -nDa baR D'd ai> pr DRa 'aa 4 aah nnnno 'np i>ya yotp n’*ap 
n'm^i fr>aB^ Taaoa yotp n'np Rnap baaoi> D'D ai> prsp np byi 5 'oan 20 • 
d'd pRtp nay'en :nw nnnR^ pao baR .Tasi> Ta:o aa'Ra ana baxa 
oan anoR iae> hdr d'b^r naaot? |nc> pi>'o nyanR d’d oapo paa aa'a 
narni* a«n aa'R n'on ^r annRi> aa*na yna n'n DRa 'aaa ni>Bni>a i»aaf> 
nans i>3R mn aa'R ^>'o 'aaa a'asi> rS>r aae> xb na'an na w n dr pa'ya 

M1 anaR ran rbJ>r 3 anR nan 'Da' na 'dv n V* pR naobnaa * nnn i>'oo 25 

’^I'nv ai> dr losya pon 5 >r dr Saob D'b nni> 'na aovy nR nSn 
'asD vbtt Dtp 'nnnn R^a 'oa' n a5 > dr pi>i» ayantpa i»aaR ai> nDR SdrV 

' n ' ornw ’’nyDtp 'Ra' n dr pnne» ny haR^ naDR nnR po i>3R naao 

1 Gitfin, 34 a. * Ibid., 37 a. 

* Sifre , Num. 158; Abodah Zarah , 75 b, but in both passages mco and not C’VQ. 

4 Berakot, Mishnah , III, 4 ; 20 b. 

5 Berakot, aa*; comp. Dikduke So/erim, ad loc., Tar Orah Hayyim, 88, and ViDwn 1 ,1. 

* lJuUin , iaab-i 33 a. 
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papin : 1 rniaen I'D' ii> panwa na naanon i>ai na pi*pDB> 'npctn naxxux 
now rm irw iai pna'e> ip ^snni> 'ip 5>pai> ii> pn n^sna np i>pa 
nat?ana nJ>n hndd pi>apo p« roman 5>a 'a jn rbtw *i>iai r6'Bna xl 
papa prroaN pro pa'BOD p« nil's *di i>iai Dna jn* 'ai 'km papa 
ntra pi proe"pi pmsn pt? i>ai aeona k^k .indio pi>apo D'aioa ^15 
pm pinna pwao piom 'a pm aeo ton 'in anaa i>enao i>an ’i»v 
D'BHpa nSn nod i>aa pa’ aem asam 'nan nan vb 'a paiDN 
enpon n’a na' i>ai nanoa pi>m ^iaNi> ntoi nro Nim pbina i>an 
O'Knas pit? perns iaa narit? ji'ai nanoa jn'hn piom i*n o'aa 
nanoa pi>in i>3Ni> ins' p« i*eapi ‘nrant paapnoi dtn (i)i>aDio 

^ai ndo fiserti? nt< imae* 'aa i^5k' naa 'na pi ’maa 
pona nena’si* laoapn aemai 4 naiapn roam 5 >p 'vmn 1 xu 
nim'Dn |sjn 'a pema pin piann nena's at?” mi ni> ‘niooiao p^'o ‘a 

D"OQ TOO . 

^ wn pim D^nfitD nw oprrro dwa jntrn th* njnwn 
udd op'nmi* ta’aipai poian -pax D*asa nt?on ii>'BN ia pioan 15 
ono nma i>aa dn ii>pt? D'aaipon D'aiparn 'a nr'i’t? pin rocN a 
■ia jd n mpn? pi n'ani> in iopoi> Tax arm poo apn paiaa 
nso nti> nr pa dib 6 tiv ni»nnai> twipar yarn 'p'aa pin 
mait? 'nt? mat? mna poian 'e^on pin :nna nt ipa" Ni>t? 'aa 
pn*aio pit? 'aso anio noN vbv nait? i>a lame’ ppiin in pro^p 20 

nait? inae> T^a ptaian w pin :jn nanN 7 nat?aa jdxp ?p 
Pnp 'si> on 'b in 'a pit? roait? 'nt? in D'tron naaNt? bpn 
dn 'P'at? pin tnaen paaipoa pNaa jm jexp nN pn'aio 
anio anN * e* nnt? imi> Daaai naoo nxi' pa' nat?n aar rrn 
'a ain ema Nin nn Nin men tpo P 'a 'ii>ai pia' Nint? 'si> 2 $ 
ja'Daanoi ’a'aD 'si» nst? 'naa nst? ioai inaa ioa ainn 
npat? laa'm ypxn aem 'anN 10 : (1) po noisi) *|po Nmn 
pa pae»na pa naiapn nao nN ptraso un nimn D'pnn 

1 Yerti 8 halmi Berakot f III, 6 c, below. * Berakot , II, 5 ; aa b. 

• Baba Batra , 60 b. 4 Shabbai, 84 b. 5 Head 1. 

• rnctnno from roa. 1 Read -win htodi. • Read ?c. 

• Exod. xxviii. 3a, where our Targum reads rps 'rr wnn. 

10 An abbreviation ? 
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p nn nee rw by iw ™ njny patina lira mix naana 
naa a' njian n^aa nsa 'a ruumn nioa mx^aa 'j jap nsa 'ii> 
rvnr ba nxnai nan naa nnix ynr ■pxm : dvidb 'n nwfi nbaa 

'n njwnn i&aan iw ynn naixa u y-m pxt? rawnn 1 ^aaat? 

rrewcrr , 

nx ynn naixa la ynr px» rown npao anno ejxi Dana 5 
aaa’D 'b runyn xn v 'x mix naana nxoi ■wonn inrn 
nf>aa jn jn l^xa i^x pnt?pn fna 'a ronyi’B' ncu jn }n ii>'xn 


annap p'a nnaaen fa- fa 

3 

_Q. 

o o 

n _ 

X 

D 




—c 

ynr pto nyxaxn n^aan nx 


p_ 

nyim 

-o-o- 

—C 


.ipbu v\n\ no'xo ra 

D 


n'Doa 


c 




L> u 



fn'^y ainan nnr n fa nor 







0 

D 


c 

c 

p'o nvnoi Hpa nso mx 






nx ynn b *peD p'a nxnai 

0 




c 

ynr5> jni pa px xxbj nxcan 


0 


c 


i>aa b n’a dxi :naaa nine 

D 


2_ Q 


c 

Mvn3 rfflnnh nQO 3pn 


2_ 

n n 

_c 


•*»« i v j i m /ju 1 uw yi i i 

Vibe n bv tv non ri nvivbter am 

7} 

_CL 

n o 


Q 

i iyw v i /jr u i vi*w il iyi ijr/y i iuw 

1 




3 


raa ri'a ruix'n.Vn^aa nixina 'n n'try: e|xi nsa 'id fans xxbji 
ynA ii> mini naa 'n mrami nsa 'a’ msntem naa 'a narni 


mi pp ba iyau wa yxaxa 'to nm nn S>aa 'j pa nainaio 
. nv irnw p'a naa 'xm p'a naa 'xn b iibdi mx naa 

naai naa ynt naa naai naa ynr p'a 'j rm baa lynr D'naa 
now> , i 

na yin pxi poan nniw na natm npaan nt< anna tjxi naa 

jnian nxan inr 'a* fxa nn inx ynr nvaaan nw^aa »nt? ynn 
nra nt jnwpn ruieen Dntryn n5>xn pia'on i>au py moans 
•uax jn^y ainan ninpn nx ymrn enaaa 'a b?bv new p jn 

1 Read nta. 
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HP rao 'vn nyi r 

D'nctsn ~im nx noiai ppi ; 
•ny ictsaai 'x mni>i 'x ynri> : 
D'nata 'a jnt? n'it?n n!>atin nx 
m yran nrn nr ornsrp 
jnt in* rvjranm n'B*i>t?n 

rp:v .1 ,3 

PXE* pt 3 'l' v 1 KVD 1 X 

iinv nt?x mpo i>ai :nna nr 3 
nnt?x*i nanya pa nnnr6 



" xta “it?Dx 'x '3 piann iy*ir!> iab> bv n5>jr dx n<jw pa io 
inn i>iai nann nnso mvy t^tia^ jins nx -p-w dxi nro nr 
DiN'b nipimn bn paneta ii'itr -itrxa *pan ’Karat? tb 
• pan ica TiTt? i>a pi ’maeix no^i min rxobb pu*nn t>yi 

5>x*iEm xynx 'avt'tn 'ei-inoi nit? 'd pnxn tapcrni ny nai 
nvnn pm' n tax mavy 'iea nyict? pnox p nnxi : pass ''d 15 
’n^ooi 'n na i>nyi D'nDta 'i rony nttny pi' ini'i nx nvbab 
rany bv ncu jn \b pio'Dn ir paa p>y ntntai> nn'ian mai 
5>ai S>iai it> ii'trpm inayn x'n yxoxa neptan naiaom 


nmna ^ax !>K*it?' pnxa 
ynt't? ny D'xb Dicta 
•mrx' 'na ivnm 


OOOO 

OOOO 

0000 

OOOO 


r6xn D'nann 
a«n 11'x pnxi’ao 


nniyen non 


1 SJtabbat , 85 b; *o*ntr with 'i and not >ON*vr with 'i is the reading of 
the 'Arvki see s. v. 

2 Shabbat , 150 a, below. 3 Kiddushin, 39 a, 
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V. 

Fragment 1 Am., paper, size 18x13 cm., consists of a 
quire of two leaves, of which the middle pages are missing. 
It is written in a square hand, but with a strong turn 
to cursive, and belongs to about the twelfth century. 
It represents the remainder of a collection of Geonic 
Responsa containing five Responsa by the Gaon Hai. 

The fragment has suffered very much from water and 
dampness, which have obliterated nearly the entire first 
page. The names nw p |tncy in "pUD, two na ewy 
occur twice on the first page, in a document the nature 
of which I am unable to make out on account of the bad 
state of the fragment. On the last four lines of the page 
the following words are legible: (line 14) DND 'vnvb bvf pto 
fnoiNP; (line 15) yna aonn ^ann u 'mb; (line 16) iud dv 
TIN w; and on the last line b\ra Dyob. These few 

words enable us to identify the Responsum with that 
quoted by R. Isaac Gajet in his nrop nytr, II, 59 a, in the 
name of Hai, in regard to the recital of the funeral prayer 
K 3 VI ^ann, and there can, therefore, be no doubt that by pto 
in our fragment Hai is meant. 

Responsum No. 2, on the question if locusts belong to 
the class of prohibited food, has been published before, by 
Harkavy in the Hebrew periodical HarPetes , II, 47 2 , and 
by Schechter in his Saadyana, fragment 34, page 62. Our 
fragment offers better readings than theirs. Harkavy also 
published in Ha-Peles, ibid., the third Responsum, of which 
our fragment has preserved only the beginning. 

Responsum No. 4, of which the commencement is missing, 
gives a short explanation of the passages in the Talmud 
/Sanhedrin, 54 b, and Niddah , 44-45. The literal quotations 

1 This fragment belongs to David W. Am ram, Esq., of Philadelphia, 
who kindly placed it at my disposal, for which I herewith express my 
thanks. 

2 Comp, also the Hebrew periodicals, lla-Goren , II, 88, and Ila-Pisyah, 
V, 53 - 54 - 
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from the Talmud in this Responsum are very interesting 
for the history of the text of the Talmud. 

Responsum No. 5 deals with the question whether the 
nwttt on the Musaf of the New Year are to be 
said by the whole Congregation or only by the jrn. A part 
of this Responsum is quoted by Ibn Qajet in his nrot? 

I, 28, where Hai Gaon is given as its author. Hai's answer 
is that the additions to the n*n bv t)DlD should be recited 
only by the Jtn, and he adds, p npyj tiib “that 

they never were recited by the congregation in the syna¬ 
gogues of the Academies.** On the later custom, compare 
Jacob ben Asher, Tur Orah Hayyim , 591, and the authors 
quoted by him. 
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priS'Neni 

* pinna pnenn pi pniDN 'nS'Son p D'aarrn pm N.n 
t\« din nurr n pnno mpi me 'ms D'aam SSao 
waS'n p'Dpion np ja'aeoi ndo »n aan trvion 
}S vpi ne n"D 'n uno aim SSao ‘.tS S'axi n'ND 
inoe D'aan dni St n'npD an no laanS proem 'nd 5 
ttna^n in 'dpd 'n no p'jrv nSi pinna vice D'am p*hdn 
jnd }S pnae nS |jni non'Ni ton Nioim Karoo in 
jS »pS' jro irnonp un: hd'n nmnai inS 
pi pN) mpo an non NaS pnae nS kiiton po 

pS'ax papS pa idni D'ana 'nti nSn D'no D'aan nDN 10 
D'aan 'D'Se 4 'n'on ndSpi Nanaoi pn papS pa 
pnom ;ndi D'no pine dpn mna paS mNei 
npunS in ini’ 'anno no'neS idn pniDN D'no 

i»Nne' n'a 

pnS'Neni i 5 

npnS 'a'nv ne i?p papa nmp D'pnve D'np 
na'naS pap ddd ‘nom p'a nS in pn Spa uea 
Nnoea n'a p'a'n Nioea p'ann 'nd Sai ‘noip 
'a'nv 'o pap ia pxe noe pi 'a'nv nSi nan 
ia u'Sxn e'e 'dS nS in pn Spa 'asa ia npnS so 

1 Not hSdSd, but Wrho is the correct reading. It is a diminutive after 
the form qtttail, and is to be translated by 11 small basket." 

* Abodah Zarah, II, 7; Oemara, ibid., 39 b. 

3 Shabbat , IX, 7 ; Oemara, ibid., 90 b. 4 i. e. 'JWT. 

5 Harkavy, p'TOHi which gives no sense. • Baba Batra, 40 a. 
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jo nait?n mot? put? dic'd ttoyo 'ko hod i’by nan pa are* 
aaeoa naic'n nrx pa anx oi’i Dot? yen p Kna? ay aaicn 
Kbi naioK aaeoa nbia Knbaa kh 'k dim Dot? 'o ja K.an? ay 
worn nt?aiDD nut 'a bias KbK sans pap 'ob aait?a mow 
03 jno is'ki mop inoa' by xat? 'k dti oot? yt?n ja 1 «aT3a 5 
w'ki brnoi jrbya pnnn aacaa Koob m3a kdooi hnsa? ay 
dki w by nbpDsi naron 'as byo nonan tik bDioi 1 b'aKD 
Kim w by ’nirro naina nimoKn ni'ayn bao nnK by «a 
nt?Ka 'a*n 'a 4 aata ; na nt?« 'aac'o ok bKioeo hod 
aaeon mat aas pan 'k Di'i doi? nao nsra nb e" naat?3 10 
hk' 33 'apno 'k dti oot? 's na ‘ jan nt?K3i 'k dti Dot? 'a jao 
kdodi c*k nt?K dic'd mby pa w ni mop Da’ mby Ka dni 
' nna ‘baiK jnab nKt?o ji'bya jinnn aacaa Koob nbyia nx 
'k mby Ka dki wwan jd nbDD pbioon jo 'k mbx k3 dki 
nnioD K’m ma’ by * D’no naina niaiDKn ni'ayn baas 15 
Kon 4, aoKa aiatn by Kana Knb'o K.aa aaa Knab'.ai 
by Kam anK dti D'3t? yt?n ja aiatn by Kan aaa mnia 
nK nK'aon ncatm naaaa Kbe» j'a naaaa pa nonan 
naaaa Kbt? j'a naaaa j'a nonan 
a"n nat?b o'by paoiKt? as e* bKwi ao 

1 Mishnah Niddah , V, 5 ; Oemara , ibid., 45a. 

* This is also the reading in the first edition of the Mishnah (Naples, 
1492), and in the edition of Lowe, but the later editions of the Mishnah 
and the Talmud , including the ed. princeps of Niddah (Soncino, 1487), 
have ranna tows. 

8 Here again our MS. agrees with ed. princeps of the Mishnah , and with 
the edition of Lowe, all other editions reading C'rrara. 

4 Sanhedrin , 54 b, below. * Niddah , 44 b. 

• * jwh; editions, including the ed. princeps of the Mishnah , read town. 
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band '/ant mb nn« noip kw dpki nnoiKi* 'to 'it b 
bamt? np wain n* tor tti> pat? bann Dio bano nnix e»nb 
n jot c>xnb tpioa pm imaa dki noaan maa dm pm 
it<^ ok ttm p minx ini' pt?nn ib Kb ba pat? 
niax.ne' pra Kb nia's-'a p nppa xb D^ipo 5 

nab pap Kb pnb bano tith px tp nana pbano 
nnwai nab pat? Kb pnb bano i:'k to mb tui 
jnain n' }b ik*' pi pt?n 'oik D.Tib w mb 
a«n man* mbt? Dt?a 1 pnn Knba ttn pan pnoK pam 
K'ino nia’x mb oik boa pn a«n mmi nvr b p io 
paropot? mant bi 3 KO'p mp nanal jnain n* a'ann hk 
pm pe»n bano 'ki nnK b naD kdp Kann banni> 
nianar niab oik pki pat? bano 'to 'k b nao boa 
[ppoiem] main nK k'vidi poiK man* mb Kb ronaien 
Tn» (?) anion pi 1 bo: pna nab kp'dbi ;nain *r 15 
mTm nbno ma'x mbi> iai> nK pia't? Tiro 
naa vnnK noip Kmen mana bnn K'nt? niaKa 
'bo kS> '03 'Ki nbnn *pD njn nbna noip Kint? 

P'nt? Kb paz* i 5 >'bk Knt? ma pio np'p b nw 
mm w b Kr naa pt?n diki ma'v mb n'rui 20 

1 Bosh ha-Shanah, IV, 9; Oemara , ibid., 33 b. 

* Bosh ha-Shanah , 34 b. 
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VI. 

Fragment 1 T-S., Loan 97, paper, size 18*5x14-5 cm., 
consists of two leaves, written in a very ancient square hand 
of about the tenth century. It is the remainder of a 
Geonic Responsum dealing with the npnp. Its author is a 
Palestinian scholar, the pupil, or at least a younger contem¬ 
porary, of Jehudai Gaon, the head of the Academy of Sura, 
about 760. The writer of this Responsum describes Jehudai 
as “ one who has not had his like from early times until 
this day, being great in the knowledge of the Bible, the 
Mishnah, the Talmud, the Midrash, the Tosafot *, the Hag- 
gadah, and practical law” (Leaf 2, recto, lines 26-28). The 
description of Jehudai, which fills more than a page, is highly 
characteristic of the time and the country of the writer. 
The highest praise he has for the great Gaon is that “ he 
never decided a legal question without having the authority 
of the Talmud and of his teacher, for his decision.” 

With regard to the supremacy of the Babylonians, even 
in the Holy Land, notice the interesting information given 
in this fragment, that it was on account of the Babylonians 
•who lived in Palestine that the liturgy was changed, and 
the “ Kedushah ” was introduced into the daily prayers, 
although in the original custom of the country, the Kedushah 
was to be found only in the mnt? of the Sabbath. 

That the Kedushah was not recited on week-days we knew 
before (comp. Tosafot to Sanhedrin , 37 b, s. v. ; Midrash 

in R . £. J. 9 XIV, no; Maselcet Soferim , XX, 7; 
Jellinek, Betha-Mulrash, V, 162, and Or Zara a, II, f. 9 c), 
but now we know that even on rat? the Kedushah 
was recited only with the mrrc? nWi, and not with *)D1D. 
This explains the introductory formula nro in the 'ip 
according to all 3 the rituals except WVK jriJD and D'nvo aruo. 

1 I beg to acknowledge my indebtedness to Dr. S. Schechter, who 
placed fragments VI and VIII at my disposal. 

* mccvi is here not the “Tosefta,” but is identical with apocryphal 
Midrasliim, and therefore is mentioned after Midrash. 

3 I have compared the following rituals, all of them in the possession 
of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America: (1) 'on; (a) *ncc; 
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The old introduction was undoubtedly enp 3 , as in Ashkenaz 
and Roumania, or as in the Sephardic ritual, and 

was originally used in Babylonia only on account of the 
influence of the Merkabah literature, and there nothing 
but 1 TO was used, as can be seen from the Seder Rab 
Amram Gaon, and the Italian ritual, which is modelled 
after that of the Babylonians. All the other countries kept 
their old BHpJ or but when they yielded to the 

influence of the Babylonian schools and introduced the 
nemp, they took over the formula nrD with it. In 
connexion with this I will state that the old editions of 
the Italian Htno know only nrD for all the iwvrp, n?Hp3 in 
the later editions being due to the influence of the Sephardic 
Kabbalists, who offered explanations why nna should be 
recited only in The oldest Italian nttra known to 

me in which *]PHpJ occurs is ed. Venice 1 ,1626, Bragadini. 
But perhaps the Mahzor edited by 2 2)0 "Dn Dn-QK is older 
than the one mentioned; and in this edition we have 
the marginal note on the b)T) npnp: no«n l*v mno e* 

T^npa mpon dhoot n*'2 rb'ym ?to)02 ins 

Another interesting point in our fragment is the tradition 
according to which the insertion of yoP in the nenp had its 
origin in a religious persecution of the Jews. This tradition 
is found also in the Responsum of Sar Shalom Gaon 3 (Seder 
R. Amram, page 11, Pardes, ed. Constantinople, 56 b), but 
our fragment adds some details not known before. It agrees 
with the other sources that it was a Christian persecution, 
but adds that the persecution ceased when the Christians 
were defeated by the Mohammedans. 

(3) *wn ; (4) frem*; (5) pTuenp; (6) wro; (7) n*n$ (MS.); (8) d"dh twto 
(MS.); (9) D-ioy '•> vc; and (10) p"»TD Tnro, the oldest ritual known, a copy 
of which is in the possession of Dr. Schechter. With the exception of 
the ncc, I have used the first editions of the rituals mentioned. The 
third edition of t»od 'o (Adelkind, Venice, 1544) has “panp: in the rten 
cnta and vo for the Hazan ! The second edition, and that of 1543, printed 
in Venice by Elijah Levita, has vo only. Saadia in his Siddur has -(trip only. 

1 The existence of this edition is doubted by Steinschneider (Cat. 2538), 
but the Jewish Theol. Sem. of America possesses a copy of the first part. 

* He was active as an editor from 1595-1643. The copy of this Mahzor 
used by the writer lacks the title-page. The bibliographers know of no 
Mahzor edition by this Abraham Haber Tob. 

* Comp, also Abudarham , p. 64 b, ed. Amsterdam. 

E 
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'Leaf i, recto.) 

qk not 'tnt i>pt * tjiDi nkmn ontoa *jtDt n^nn niaxa pa 
•jpari r6 uro dot main nana ni> arm? ntonnm 
no3 nnx bv na*nv roots’ nana *p 3on nntK tpant ntjrt? 
b'l 'an b uro jtujtj no? * d'pjpjo Ka*n ^'r a'n ut? nipt noat 
nows’ neat noa nnK bv 'an 'paoo bv nr.« rut *i'Dion *njrc 5 
rrenpn iok prop na pro an i>tan ut? ntpt nnK ntK *pmn^ 
'’em Tina K 3 mm ok pme nt* pirn nn*o a w n *ot? noa 
«na b dk D'BD^n obd navpa 'roam *ot? n'a a'na nwnf^ 
nana t b 'na r« *^n n'a 'nan bv nnajr Tnvya atni> nmn 
o’oam W>n n'a 'nan i>p nape’ obd nn*o a w n dot nnatn k^i 10 
napnr no^o nun nnpoi va'am aina Hats’ i6n n'aa na^n tpapt? 
'an nan bv *poson bx? * nnpem dvu ti^BK va* 3 D dp pnpno 
wsro bsb i>tari \xn ‘.nnna a"n nnpt? orna i^dk nma tK 
ntK i^bk iiapnin? mats’ by *|'Dioo pm dob napn 
ms’' k^*h?k nam J.n jsi ^tn na *pt? dob pri ?i> wsro pw? nnK 15 
atnat? rtha mtnn Vaa mno nnK no niro? np Kin dob 
n« iai 7 nipte mats’ kw obd nt ptDBa k^k dob kb” Ki> ns* 
ina^ hdk ntoima romt? nana i>a nanai>'« 'nK 'at nmn’ 
H^on nmi> (?) no noin K 3 nrm niK tpom^ room nnw 
^fan tpapt? np na tpi>ro a'n noa 'entpn nina no«^ tsnpn *0 
^a ann moOT K3D tosm na nan iok i>fan tits’ Hats’ rtaim 
Dce’D? npnv antK n^o tsnpn i>Kn onK i>i»Bn' rbo niem 
H^on i»i>Dn' D'nican m’i> rotsrt tsntn pat? om' nntrpo pm 
tsnpn h^d noK *10?’ an ni>p nn 'kd DBt?on n^*m tsnpn 
Knai>ni ODtsnan n^n tsnpn H^tan ntaK xam DDtsnan ^bo as 
K'mo nrwt? i>fan tapnt? nanat nana i>a fat *Kann n'rnta 
k^k nanat nana i»a H^ nai».n tpapt? np na tpi>ro a'n noa 
nut? i>r ’Kntn' no noK jat moi>na nntK tnno nnw? 
t'nt ti>i>Dn’ K^t pot? n"np tnnp' K^t? ^Knt?' pnK 'aa ^p not? 

1 Berated, 34 a, below. Our text reads rumna instead of ontoa. Comp, 
also Rabbinovicz, Dikduke So/erim , ad loc. 

9 Sukkah , 37 b ; Mishnah and Otmara . * Berakot, iz a, below. 

4 Read na p*© nm nw. The line under na pH is to indicate that the 
writer left out some words. 

8 Baba Kama , 50 a. 4 Comp. Sanhedrin , 88 b. 

T A similar passage is found in the MS. of the Midrash ha-Gadol, Dent, 
x. 17, and probably it was in the original text of Megillah , 18 a. 

• Read srnpn 'to 'oh 1 ? ih 'pn 'on noi 1 ? dh. • Berakot, 12 b. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

nnopo norin noii> naea nnnt? D3a*i> fniN pn'30 
tjDioa pot?i t?npi nopo nat?a n*nnt?a o*noiN i*m 
niato hapn ni>’at? vt?api dsin 3 iton Oman o*i?ip vm 
nmna piopi> Din* 3 m Depots” iNai n'nints to*ai DVtN 
iDipoa man nan Nto noii> moN tannin per nnp Nnpin 5 
n*npi ntoni p'oa nnm niDNi noipoa nun ton pp*na 
poa ton pp'na nan nan to nanai nana to ipoa pet? 
n'npa n^an in ntona V n"np noii) niDNt? oao iierai 
'nanai nnp-na nae> nana n!>n ni3it?Nn e^tra nat? in pet? 

'oa aio di* in poa nat? n*aro nnK dni oip*na aio di* 10 
nrrooi* nina:? nnoab toim mn D’noiw? TH3 P»a 
nana nnam noiN nx*a nuitwn t?toa nat? n*arn naa 
ot? nnK nan in nat? n'ami> ton op*n t6i n3ip*na pat? 
nt 'in ntoai poe> nnp tnipn he ton ot? iat? D’opa 

noii> nniN Doit? 'in nmn* 'n i30*p rrin rr 6 on itow 1 nsoo 15 
noiNfi he Nn’t an 'n nhi o*n pan!) mh wt?pi 3*'p n*in n*!> on 
n*i> D*nio n:i> on *an tn D'pnaoi D*mo o*nio pot? pot? 
ntrpa wm? pea D*ni> onair noii> pt? to ’nitoo o*o*p 
Na dn ton mow? ni’pvoNa itoNn N*n nana ppo N$n 
D*nan noa *d'in nanai nana i>a ppo nanai nana i>a tpoa noii> jo 
nwan tot not? nanaa nomai Nam nanaa nwan oniOK 
nn wn nana ppo win nwan nanaa nDsnai D 0 t?n nanaa 
mow? pt? to napto noit?Nn etoa pt? to njoo nr 
oao np*p (l)to noinnN tri>e^ai noit?Nn t?toa van* tot?i> 
nwnna nat?i ntot?a nat? anpi> i^'bki nat?a ntot? anpot? 15 
nr ’in jto ni’pxoNa nNnini ntrpaa nNnim nat?a ntnim 
nniN ppoa oinnin njip*na nanai nana i>a noo Nto ruuo 
p*poa Nto oinnin nana nnN ppoa Nto noil) i>aN nana 
oai> D333t? Dnwa noin N3 niDN n'ato Nint? nana nniN 

1 Berakot, 33 b. Our texts read row nw fccnpn. 

* Sukkah , 53 b, for which our fragment gives an entirely new explanation. 

* Alodah Zarahj 8 a ; comp, also p'Vw, ed. Buber, p. 268. 

E 2 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

taN ncpai ntrpai nani nan Nta noii> taa’ pc Dm nca itaa 
n'acec npca in 133 mix pjpa tbv 1313 anpnn^ N3 dn 
[ ini]N pnin nana nan in ntaca riaci raw ni>NC anpo "|tan n« 
fOC ta CDO 1H1N D'CCl iniN «|n3C 1T11D3 DIN ’3 d 5> DIN l^DNl 
loipo xta imp nJ> nid pxc *|ita'i> cnp pa pot? poixc nr 5 
nmnc nVn pec nnp Ninpi> taon 13 pm n$>c odd tain lapme^ 

pcto pidd poc idin nnN on metan pi nacon p nata n’anpi 
ton min' an *idn 1 Nin jiCNn pidd pot? nmp np'P ta Nine* 
nowd mim 'nnta ptac n«np N'n it nrw w ta " 'v> pot? ‘taioc 
-ion tnd nan ata nana N'n it nnN '” ta * e* pot? jaan tan mpi 10 

i*13i* 1K3 D'OPD DHOINC rtt |'3C ta mpi *TND '313 Data N3T 

d'ioin unc noiNi 4 D'pnnei n^po *ota inpn D'aoa Nine 
jo penn' 'n dni ntao 'Eta inpn D'aea Nine dv tao D’OPD 
D'jo ono nnNi dhjd p n '3 nioipo npanNi pcpa 
Nan ctapn «n Nmc mm3 ppoip on itaoxc ‘ntae 'eta inpn 15 
oniN rdpn Ni3 xta ia'oxpi> naio pnni> ia5> hdn ntatai ovd 
napni N'n pc i$> pnni lii 'oca Nopan ta aina nac vmaai* xta 
imric ntaona Nta iita’^ cinp p poc d’ioin pc N'n not? 
onoiN j'n nacn mo’ tai nna'oai pDDioa taN nata nac ta 
IN H3C3 N^N PDC 1 Cinp !>NnC' pN3 0’IDIN J’N VC3P np jo 
nano taai D’tan’o pn nata nnnca nata D’aio D’O'a 
on’ta ita’pc np npitaoi nano icpc p'Ntaa na c'e> 
tanc’ pNac nn'pi niano incd tas di’ taa ncnp noii» 
D'o’31 naca xta cinp d'idin pn pxtaa Dna j'nc 
N ta Dna pnpnoi jniN }"po j’n itan D'lam nata D'aio aj 
D'jc nos jo inioa n'n Ni>c 'Nnin' an no paa pp'ni.n 
cnnoai niotaai nacoai Nnpoa tana n'nc reap np 
nJ»c nan noiN nnn Nta ncpoJ> natanai nmanai niDDinai 

1 The words K'in fm»n piDD are a dittograpliy from the preceding line. 

1 Berakot , 13 b. The reading of the MS. agrees with MS. Munich ; comp. 
Dikduke Soferim , ad loc. * Berakot , ibid. 

* If the reading D'snritfl is correct, then it stands for n"apn Sc vnrro Vy # oi. 

• Berakot , 19 a. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

msyai nn’Dnai nnnoai nennpa $>nj n'ni ian ’bo yotr 
e'6t?i> iovy ntt 'n’otte .mm jins nivon 5 >aa pnpno mm 
inioa man nmoh min 5 mnan ntt anpo mm 
warn ontt n’oam dw n ... dp wan) vnan!> issiann dtin 
i$k moim [no mobna [Sa pn i 55 n D'natn i>at? nan 71110 nan 5 
rrjin 'pinpn n«p^i nan lino nan panh nW>ai ova ia nisni> 
i!»bn name i>a !>f navi* an no j.~6 now jorai nivo 'pinp'm 
•pnon pai na'in nann inon pa np'na b p« nnyem oina 
otn nairrna "pnon pa room nasa 7non pai nann 'Soc’a 
noii> 13 DD nypai can ’o^n i*!>y ixapns trwaa 7»3Dn xpim 10 
an non maia moi>nn [o j.ni> noi< inm f.ni> noix ton [a’.no 

nneo nnomo jcnn napot? n«n |on3 an ok 'oona na tjov 
Noyo N3'3tni» 'DV K3K .n’5> ON tOt?33 *p3Dn N'ill N3’3n nONI 
'k na n*n nap’s (sic l) po'ott kd^n nano 'no tod vb «n 7 'aon 
hoo aps pn nJ>d na n'« nap'3 pnon 'os 7*3Dn 33 by 'an i 5 
5dib ton nn mSo tons? obd neo otidsi nnit? mm? ':bo 
* oiyoi> n!>i wi ’oiyoi> wi> mo ’oiyoi> m im?ani> mini? 
tom tom i>a 7 ^ noii> *nn« oipoo nmna nao none rbw Dinp 
7*aon Npnni mb'y oso [Bin pnotn 'sitn na’nnn tome 
nao none rbyv onp «pv an otn «pv anno my totraa ao 
ton none onoon as by *|N ap'sn pan *oinp wit nmna 
yaip pa ntryn aim pro an ota anno myi J>idb ap's pnno 
'mom nan 'nut tan^KB' tti> oi>iyDe> i>f 'tnin' no ok myi 4 oniD is'k 
nt?yoi> nai>n ’nnot>i moi>n.n jo m*tn ii> s?'t? nan ni>tt Dai> 
na!>n 'ma n’.n ni>i moi>nn jo m'tn ii> s?'t? nan i>at< iano *ani 'ano as 
moi>nn jo n”tn 5 k 5> pn iano nt?yoi> naim 'ma mnentt 'ano npyo^ 
o^ nai>n n'a n’.m mo5>nn ;o nai>n ii> b>’b> nan tci>K Da5> 'nnott «i> 
nst?D 'bo nai>n t<i>i ttnpo 'bo na^n o'nio ptt *tt”3nn D”pi> 'ano 

1 The Aramaic form, instead of the Hebrew tdtq . 

f Hullin , 48 a. The reading of our MS., compared with the editions and MSS. of the 
Talmud, shows many variants. Note especially the reading rpv and not '* y» as tlie 
editions have it. Rabbina could never have spoken to R. Joseph, and therefore r ( cv *qn is 
the correct reading. * EuUin , 47 b. 

4 Hullin, 49 b, below. Our texts have JOT 3 , and not iaip J'DD. 5 Read ^ jw 'mo. 

6 Comp. Baba Batra, i30 b . 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



54 


GENIZAII STUDIES 


VII. 

Fragments T-S., Loan 90,103,104,105, size 19*5 x 14 cm., 
written in a square oriental hand of about the twelfth century. 
They represent the remainder of an index to a very large 
collection of Geonic Responsa. The Geonim by whom these 
Responsa were written are Doza, the son of Saadia; Sherira; 
his son Hai; and Samuel ha-Kohen, or, as he is usually called, 
Samuel ben Chofni. Some of the Responsa are written 
conjointly by Sherira and Hai; but the greater part of 
the Responsa lack the name of their author. One bears 
the name of 122 110 wn p .Tptn>and is addressed 
to *jDV p W>n 3 . This W?TO was a contemporary of Hai, with 
whom he stood in lively correspondence (comp. Harkavy, 
Resporuen dev Geonim, p. 345), and accordingly “ grandson *’ 
cannot have its literal meaning here, as there is about 
a century and a half between the time of Paltoi and that 
of Hai. I am inclined also to believe that this rrptn did not 
live in Babylonia, but in Africa or Palestine. The reason 
for this assumption is his title TiD PM*), the bearers of 
which known to us from Geonic times are all scholars living 
outside of Babylonia (comp. Poznariski in Z.H.B., VII, 146), 
and this notwithstanding the fact that the title originated 
in Babylonia, where at the close of the Tannaitic time it was 
conferred upon leading scholars like Shila and Abba 
Arika (flullin, 137; Letter of Sherira , p. 28, ed. Neubauer), 
while the Palestinians used the title nanr B*n. But with 
the establishment of the academies in Babylonia the title 
of H110 cm ceased, and instead of it came KTQ'nD cm, and 
later Gaon. In contrast to the Babylonian xraTiD, the other 
academies were only KTtD, and their leader KT1D cm 1 . 

Among the persons to whom Responsa are addressed 
occur the following names: p pnta; * 7 X 1 '22 ; jxrrp '22 

1 Comp., however, J.Q.R ., XVIII, 404, where the cmpn wi are men¬ 
tioned at the time of the reorganisation of the Academy at Sura. 
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p nw ; mra ; wrafopat :no p ; *|dv p W>ra; nnop 
0*M p app; Vn\ With the exception of two, Meshullara 
and Nahum, all these names occur in other collections 
of Geonio Responsa (comp, especially Harkavy's index to his 
edition of the Geonic Responsa). Concerning tbwo, there 
can be no doubt that it is the great Meshullam, one of 
the founders of Jewish learning in Europe toward the end 
of the tenth century. Our fragment establishes the fact, 
beyond a doubt, that Italian-French scholars stood in 
correspondence with the Geonim of Babylonia. The first 
Responsa by Sherira and his son Hai to Meshullam with 
reference to the text of the WD, Zebahim , 45 b, is especially 
interesting, as this reading of the Geonim was transmitted 
to the teachers of Rasbi, and he refers to R. Meshullam in his 
commentary on Zebahim , ibid. Our fragment corroborates 
Rashi’s statement and supports him against Tosafot(i/e7iaAo£, 
109 b, s. v. nWim), who credited Kalonymus, the father of 
Meshullam, with the emendation of the iwd. It is note¬ 
worthy that the name Kalonymus is spelt , which 

suggests a Provencal origin for the name DUD^p. The 
description of nyh as a part of France 1 , rune pfctt new, 
is due to the fact that, among the orientals, France was 
the general name applied to any Christian country of 
western and central Europe. 

The statements summarizing the contents of the Responsa 
are very brief and vague, and therefore in many cases we 
are at a loss to say with certainty whether these Responsa 
are otherwise known or not. The compiler of the index 
gives only the first five or six words of the Responsa, and 
the name of the Talmudic treatise referred to in the 
Responsa. It is therefore obvious that in many cases it is 
impossible to tell the subjects dealt with in the Responsa. 
I have nevertheless given references to Responsa that 
suggested themselves to my mind as parallels, even though 
I may have been incurring the risk of error. 

1 Natronai Gaon, in ps now?, aob, no. ia, speaks of “distant countries 
like Spain and France.” 
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(Fragment 90; leaf 1, recto.) 

‘PPIMJ * 

intti* npinn njnop b ntap 1 * * 4 * 6 7 o 

ii' 

’nmf) i'jd enn ’5>a ttfo >b j'tt enn 'bi 
’Kina o' 

iron ntany mm pan mom «ni 
'tnna a 

inn in rrop mor i aw pan nnatn ttm 
‘now to 

pmn d'dfd nehv pan pnn ttm 
*ri>in aa 

wttn na nan mro ttyan nyioen piyS 
'nya ja 

any nvpron by ontt noiy pm ttm 
•nya na 

nnon& aw p^an nbitw ne*tn 
nae» na 

mi> n'h nae> 'snn'o toi> jwwm 
*nnr fa 

[tt"n] 'n ’33 ihhje» nn yatt nomn ttm 
10 pnnmD fa 

imp 5 >ni> nttnnn pans mp^o ’a«n 5 >y 


1 Mo$d Katan, aoa; Ibn Gajet, nno© nrtr, II, 64. 

* Torat Kohanim to Lev. vi. 31, ed. Weiss, 3a d ; Harkavy, Response^,, 328. 

* Baba Batra, i<?8b. 

4 The passage referred to is not in Baba Batra , but Berakot, 30 b, and 

Menahoty 81 b. 

6 Sotahy aSa. 

* Hullin, 48a. Our text* read 'rr -o la nn, and Rabbinovicz, ad loo., 
doe* not give any variants. 

7 Be;ah, IV, 7. * Ibid., V, 4. • Abcdah Zarah, 46a. 

10 Sanhedrin, 40 b-41 a. Comp. Maimonides, Yad, Hilkot Sanhedrin, XII, 

a and XVI, 4. 
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(Fragment 90; leaf x, verso.) 

yanfo 

D1D'3'J>1P3K 310 |3 dWd 3*10 
133l5> H331D pK3 1PN f!3l!> n3'1DO 
1 stt "Km jik3 kvib> 

1 D'nat k 

IflD 10331 ’DIN 0'rut3 p31B» 13KP fit 
4 r*nri3D 3 

Tin mn'D yaiK3 
‘Kyvo 3 

pnon niyo jid*dk pan wbdii 
• mans *jid i 

KD3il JV3 I^IOKH 
7 niyiay n 

wnrn niyiapa jin'Din urn 
trnati niyiap 1 

9 nav nuaip inio pnotn ami 

pD'3 t 

*npmf> pm' '*i mi> otn po'33 P'disi k.ii 
•• ni’iin ii 

'Ki3 '0313 ii>'DK paay pnoKii 
“-mme- ni'iin 6 

to jro ■ii> 03 p oe> pi mi> 6Kpn 


* ax=jn rra an. 

* Zebahim, 45 b (Mishnah). Comp, introductory note. 

* on ? Comp, the Talmudic passage referred to in the preceding note. 
4 Sanhedrin > 64 a, Mishnah and Gemara. For nos. 3-4, see pp. 3-4. 

* Baba Mezia, 47 b. 4 Berakot t 62 b. 

I Shebuot, 6b. Comp. 'Aruk, s. v. «nn, ed. Kohut, III, 506, and Wertheimer, 
TTcrrc rfnp, p. 16. 

B Shebuot , 10b, lab; Wertheimer, 1 . c. f p. 17. 

* Gi(tin, 84 a ; Wertheimer, l.c., p. 18. 

*• Horayot, 13 a, below. Comp.'^rwft, s.v. nDja, II, 333, and Harkavy, 195. 

II Horayot, 13 b, below. Comp. 'Aruk } s. v.tdp, where Slierira’s Responsum 
is quoted. 
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(Fragment 90; leaf a, recto.) 

'roruo * 

’3im 'tdn niruoa p'enn twi 
* D'nDB vf> 

foai rrnan '33 cncea fsnwn 
nmaa r 

*... D’m ront? mro nniaaa pnotm 

KD 3 ' V 

. .ip icnna tone b uwnna pnom 
4 KDV to 

-»o3 too'T tana trsBao pn 
Dmntt mW 'nt? 

q^-^ 0 n °P t5K ^ K txdi nDi^K 
n5nv5t< “idk p> kv’k ni»«Di 
•nap 5>7 pto KDn5> ni>Ne> 

D'nt? narn n%np 'D 
Kina !>f pt«5> nW 

psot? roan 3irn pun 
.... ruo3i tnro n3D3i mna naD3 
.. }fni»N mn3 a*i» jo ana ntryoi n^no 
7 '3Nnnai)K 


1 Menahot , 85 a. Comp. 'Aruk, s. y. ':m\ 

9 Pesahim , 89 b, below ; Wertheimer, l. c., p. 19. 

9 The text seems to be corrupt. Moses is mentioned twice in BcJeorot, in 
44 a and 45 a, but the words following mm give no sense. 

4 Toma , 57 a. 5 MoSd Katan, iab. • Shabbat, a a. 

T Read ' 3 WTob»», as in Fragment 105, Responsum 8. Baradan is a suburb 
of Bagdad; see Tagut, I, 55a, The 2 over pnto is the remnant of mro, 
referring to Baba Batra , 147 b. 
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(Fragment 90; leaf a, verso.) 

’any bf aw bt ptob nbat? 

*mama » W-ok nbtten 

: 

v'bv *v by view nn nnmn 
btOQt? J3 H'ptn anob 

'lobe Taj no e^n 
nnjo na'tr\n t?nn 
bibna anob nmbtj» 
’Kina bvr «jdv ano ja 

wnnroa *benn ibaxn vy nan 
DDK3 3 Tibs 

bit nnotr )a |3nb« ano nib«B» 
4 n*'a bf |uo pan btnor tsanb at 

mu pa ye’ vDas ic"pnv rwnn 
‘tnna a 

jwrpbi pooh pp*na bwoty dk pro an non 
• B'nDD 3 

it nowa nys dtidd anyap no by 
'W3 n 

noa 'DtnD wnnn noun nov ant nan 

1 The dots are to indicate the reading'm nan. 

* Ketubot, V, 8. Comp, the Geonic collection, mua morr, 73. 

• Baba Bair a y 36 a ; 'Aruk, s. y., reads 'torn. 

* Bezah, 15 b. • Baba Batra, 156 a. 

• Pmahim , 118b; Responsa of the Geonim, ed. Eyck, no. 13. 

1 Be?ah, 23 a, top. 
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(Fragment 103; leaf 1, recto.) 

1 niyiap f 

'i>y pkj m Km ra'nas? tbp 

*Kjra'» li 

[tap kh nmnK « arna |»kb» tdb> 
* pnruoi ki rm d'bj 6 

nny jnar on no'nan ktbp 

4 Q't 33 « 

Kipt? mo rpTE& jran k^ pp pa 
‘Kyra k* 

nxo o.*6 nnvn un D'nK pyoen pun 
tnna a« 

nnarnaa rb rbs>p *ivn n^ rwn i>m 
*Kjnro j ; 

nwa» 'tiki nr nmaa toth man pun 
7 nunae> 

'nan mulv nryiat? ncoa jnatw 
pjp t6r top ni> d'Jj p jk rbv ;k uan 
pSn to 

[na]on p Tea pfaw uorpo 't?JK wu 
ddk3^k mi»K 


Shebuoi, 41 a, 41 b ; ') rrran, 88. * Baba Mezia, la b-i3b. 

Oittin, 39 a ; Baba Mezia, 100 b ; Sanhedrin , 15 a. 

Oi((in, 59b-6oa; Responsa, Lyck, 94. 

Baba Mezia , 107, 108 ; Responsum, Lyck, 94, 

Baba Mezia, 3, 4 ; Harkavy, Responsen, 184. T ps nrrc, 73 a, no. 6. 
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(Fragment 103; leaf 1, verso.) 

'tnnaa penr? 5>t jik: 'N.n iaani> k 
way nyi nrrnuK mona jun^p 'aa una 
*tnna a 

ainab trpai pu?a vbn i>y i^no pmn 
pinn pna «on ni> mm a 


3 p^in 


'any paxpafo 


4 mnao pna tone* fi 

ri'^K 5>oy 'd 

‘Nina < 

j rmna tom rby i»nyn jo 

ij ‘Njnrta t 

kd 'a nyas^K nan ma nan' p poo 

; Nyyo n 


imps Ka^w rr6o xa^c 'D 
DnsD^x ann^tt 

Kn'ntp iaan^» 'np!>tt 'nto 'aa 
’ tnna !>t a« "am pxa 

P'dki Nynn rn^to K^p'n kbb an 'on 


1 Kidduahin, 47 b ; Baba Batra, 76 b ; Harkavy, 199. 

* Baba Batra, 13a b; Harkavy, 220. * Ilullin, 61. 

4 MenaAot, 40-43. This Responsum is found in MS. among the Cam¬ 
bridge Genizah fragments. 

• Baba Batra, 46 b. 6 Baba Mezia, 108 b. Comp. Cassel, p*:n, 9. 

T Baba Mezia , 104 b. Comp. Responsa, Coronel, 5. 

B Baba Batra, 124 a ; Harkavy, 201. 
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(Fragment 103 ; leaf a, recto.) 

1 naaana 

by jn dv mnon t rpb t?n 6m «m 

* nay ii!> 

nun fini> ppann pnuno t<m 6a 'ms 
iwk niunaoh <'b 6 $ 

* payon nat«a pawn by nun n« mi>on 

6 

* piDB oannon papa aanoK nt?K nnan hn 

‘ppc'o t<6 

'yo nan na aapp’ na prrr an n^yn «n 
pa pt< jnt?B *iu newt? 'chrcN pm’ n 
*nay ao 

5>pbk nnoae ’anna uoupo .inn dm 
7 na'an ao 

nvpoh p 'b Kp«an nnyna pan mem »n 
•namra hid no 

ttht nmo p« t6m *or n 6 k pnn ten 
’ naaana no 

nans’ kS> 'nyuy up ahfiK 'an nnan* i pnn «n 
“ nay 16 

aaara D’aana K’van dki pan naom »m 
"nay {6 

ua hr orro pn’ao pan naem m 

1 Ketubot, 44 b; Harkavy, 047. 

9 Roah ha-Shanah , 27 b (Miahnah). 

9 Baba Mezia, 81 b-8a a ; Response* Mant , 65. 

• Kidduahin , 49 a ; Harkavy, 248 

8 Mold Eaton, 18 a, below ; Harkavy, 249. 

• Skdbbat, 17 a; Harkavy, 25a T Hagigah , 12 b on the 

• Nazir, 66 a ( Mishnah ). • Miahnah, Ketubot, IV, 4. 

H Shabbat, 6 a, 11 Ibid., 51 b. 
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(Fragment 103; leaf a, verso.) 


•mama 

no 


na^naa vbv irawr itan pm xn 

’noma 

66 


«na^n pone n 6«y rmhpn 

*niaina 

5 


ino rr^D to *nn 

•mama 

xi 

n’yn 

nrma pmo nay e* dk pm xn 


ai 

4 *ya 'an anyo^K nunou nanm toxnjo 


von n*aa inDiu6 D3a*J> b^j'k 

*D*DJ 

ii 


nd'3 *33 mi>n3 nia^na fnae* 

D*D3 

33 

pou 'je» Knto^n pmn um 'dj 'td 

•my 

nj 


t> no*? rut? s?tm mana jn?n 

my 

13 

nwen rfan tni> toairto mia* 

niana 

{3 

rrmo jmdi n£vu nia^na •YD'to tm 

■nuna 

ni 


't?JK pm* i dm tan na n«n 'Yotn «n 
nwo np’i’ jni» up*n nbrun riD3a 

1 Ketubot, VII, 6; Gemara, 72 a, 72 b ; Harkavy, 251, 252. 

* Ktiubot, 72b; Harkavy, 153; cp.’Aruk, s.v. rmn rhxro, ed. Kohut, 11,215. 

9 Ketubot, VII, 8. 4 Read mrno rmro. * Harkavy, 254, 255. 

* Ibid., 256. T Rosh ha-Shanah , 34 b, 35 a ; Harkavy, 257. 

* ReraJW, 33 a; Harkavy, 259. 
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(Fragment 104; leaf 1, recto.) 

• • • ip 

. .. £jd now nnvo ntm pnotn 

’p-vuD ip 

'ai bv 3W' nw 'dj pm n'ppo x*jm ten 
*nijn3B» np 

nmaea kS>k man »b nnaina nojian pn 
*mj ip 

ntpiy mms? nyi> nyo n'W 6xt ten 
4 nni 33 ip 

*iB>y wni> tnp dnb> po pan uni 
‘nVii33 iip 

ton now 5 >idd mpn pm ten 
ttinno op 

oy nanri bit tapt# 'ox pirn 
‘o'nat <p 

pn i>3'pB> D'narn b 
xjnro K ? p 

7 dwt niND pern pyoe^ mi>n pitn 

(?) HX'3 .... 3’p 

i>3 1tP3 i»3K' VV2& PI3D 


1 Sanhedrin, 11 b. 

3 Niddah, 5 b. 

• Ibid., 43 b. 

1 Muller, bio*;, 13. 


2 Shebuot, VII, 7. 
4 Bekorot, 59 a. 

• Zebahim , II, 1. 
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(Fragment 104 ; leaf 1, verso.) 

1 nmaa i ; p 

pm’ pi n« po:n oipionp i>Kcn kh 
*nit tp 

dwvi . ... by D'i’jmtr'n iopd 

KJWD i^P 

n’^P'D "RD ’tro 'W DJ> 12'S? pisi 


"I’bitp 

‘p? 

pp 'w jA ruop ina E>rp pitn 

4 nap 

Pp 


nxoo nora ny tan 'own »i 

*nae» 

i¥p 


ninjas? ana tnD'n ai 'em «n 

*^in 

e«p 

nnaio i^ia.n iwm ttn 

nnvD 

ap 


ni’inx jni> 

wv D’Daa m« pan uni «n 

7 D’OJ 


rTT3Trw 

Kap 


myra nn’D vhv own 

•mama 

aap 


*r ana nr nr 

Bekorot, 5 a. 

• Abodah Zarah , 8 b; Harkavy, 45. 

Responsa Mant., 167. 

4 Shabbat , 98 a. 

Ibid., 104 a. 

• HuUin , 95 a. 


* I do not find this passage either in Oif/in or in any other place, but 
perhaps this was the reading of the Gaon in Oiffin f 65 a. Comp, also 
Miiller, Dio"a, 97, and Niddah , 46 a, 

* Ketubot, Ilf 4. 


F 
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(Fragment 104 ; leaf a, recto.) 


D'nDD IDp 

vhv DW3 rbush pnn ton 

1 D'HDD HDp 

W»nn nx r!>y nou nran pm xn 
*n«na 16 p 

new nix nxv '1x1 ^>enon Trr 

* myias? fop 

nyiat? mm pnwn pip vn pm xn 
4 pemp nop 

nyai nvrnx jna aina mxnDu irxo 

* xnna DDp 

maa xann 'vm «pi' am n'na no 'oxn xn 

6 xina yp 

nx |nu pnrmn 'ix 7 novr n pm xn 

* xnna xyp 

pnnn x^iyn 'vo xnx na xnx an 'oxn xn 

• ’xon ayp 

nt?y ~m bv nnnr ntry lV w ’o 
maina jyp 

ni»ya net? nw bsv irnrnob ropn 

1 Pesahim , X, 7. 

a Berakot, ai b; comp. Seder R. Amram, 4 b, below, and Maimonides Yad f 
Ttfllah, VI, 17. 

* Shebuot , VII, 4 ; 7i b . 4 Kiddushin , 47 b. * Baba Batra , 143 b. 
6 Baba Mezta t X, a, and the following passage is from Baba Mezia , 117 b. 

We thus have two passages belonging to our Baba Mezia quoted from Baba 
Batra. Thia can hardly be explained as a repeated copyist’s error. We 
seem to have here a striking endorsement of the theory advanced by 
Dr. D. Hoffmann (Berliner and Hoffmann, Magasin , VI, 116-17), that 
what appears in our texts as the last chapter of Baba Me;ia is in reality 
the first chapter of Baba Batra . 

1 Our texts have ’cr instead of rmrr. 

• Demai f VII, 8. 
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(Fragment 104 ; leaf a, verso.) 

T3^x *s no xin 
no nan ':«r\bx 
0 /xn^x r:i>N *a 
icirtt inxi m vn 

XI? ina^N 033 03D3 
i33-ii> d*d 3 no p apjr no oii>Nt? 
1 niairo 3x **xm px3 x*vot? x 
nn33i> onj» pa px $>xiDt? oxn no 
s 0103 * 3 

fix'o ooen 'oxn pox 3-10 e*n*D3 w*xo 
’oaios j 

■v6xi> .-n*mm n^ya nenst? new 
4 oi3io3 i 

noeto p3Wi33 panrat? uoipo *eox 3 n 1303 

*x-i03 ii 

inewi) l'D33 b 3036* ‘*1R3 
7 013103 i 

n*nx in ncx mx'e’ne' n:op pon xn 

" 0*133 " { 

03 3in33 \b nox pnoeo pm xn 


1 Ketubot, 39 a; Harkavy, 74. * Yebamot , 107 a. 

* Kdubot , 8a b ; Besponsa Mant 179, u'c, IV, ia ; 55 a ? 

4 Harkavy, 994. 5 Baba Batra, 131 b. 

• L e. nj and who is not a no no®. 

7 Kdubot, XI, 6 ; Muller, mo"j, ia. 1 Gi((in, VII, 1. 


F 2 
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(Fragment 105 ; leaf 1, recto.) 

•pem*? 1 sup ia 

'WR nmro (?) two '3 ransi 

tpo nyi n^nno nwsc^ roe* D3«p 

5 ppe>o n5 

pDwtt mK^> hdk 'inb» ns e* 

* Kjnt'D ii 3 

'3K3D "ID'^n “13 K*10m 
4 nsiDi ni3-a to 

np'no '3'e^e> p3D3 pnot* '3n ND'jnn 
nwyn <3 

fnD:S> wk pi>'n nta i* ‘rr rroyroi 
•nvsyn rto 

npyr!? vb i>3« n-iryi> psyS 

7 D'riDD D3 

ton tt3-ii> nwwo j w5> 13 tarn 

8 tiVTO i? 

« ns 'nonp Knt<i3n pnott psm 
nin' mo nrrn dk cto nw 

9 tom 

nnyt? 'ns? [ii> pn]b>>d n'3itu nypcV jrasrtt 

10 ttyxns 3^ 

nTirp is !>n yiun i>vn royo rpeom 

1 Kiddushin , 48a, last line; Baba Kama, 99a. 

3 MoSd Katan , 8 b. 

3 wro is a copyist’s error for dttdd ; cp. ibid., 107 a, and *Aruk , s. v. 

4 Tosefia Berakot , IV, 1 : Sukkah, 27 a ; cp. 'Aruk, S. v. 

# Head ov or to. # Taanit, 19 a. 7 Pesakim , 40 b. 

8 Baba Mezia, III, 7. • Harkavy, 205. 10 jBo&a Mezia, III, 
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(Fragment 105; leaf 1, verso.) 

am |3 min' 3-10 

mr i>Sr pto 't<n n 

‘pn$>DD bl n3'noi»x dxi xj*i'Di> xjui 

tru^x P'bo nXU *B 

mr 3 

cno t 'by nb"SK\b« mxni>x n^DD^x 
* new i 

jns mSrfoa p' dS njwo&x rta xnx 
*nwyn 

nyxoai>x 'by yvwbx D«n nn tax 
4 pp»D i 

pin to D"ni>x mn non mu 
n»na ' 

~tmbt< nb'b >b -nax n'^w rixa xnx 

*pptw ♦ 

■v'jro nr nun 'd nv 'B xjdid-i 
nrayn n 

•by yep 'jxna^x pni>x Dinr 3 -id xrx-i 

»D'riDB d 



w raobx dv jd^ Y' dv en« n 

; ° ^ 

' & a 

n 



max 5'3p nato x^> jdjx «|i>n xnx 2~ 

Harkavy, 207. 

9 Sofah , 38. * Taanit f 14 a, bot. 

M. Kaf.y 17 a. 

8 M. Ka(., 23 a. 

Ibn Gajet, I, 

23, bot. ? 7 Pesahim, 65 b. 
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(Fragment 105; leaf 2, recto.) 

i 

uv£x ^xp' pxin hna tnn ptn po mu 
mama i 

'd Tip' nj« unjir p nae» nxncx 
1 nvjjin n 

ixnj nax pxr6x pwi' xi> oe6xa }x $>’p 
m 3 \ 

ma 33CTD by np 5>ya wo kin 
m 3 f 

naenci nan an m3 aa^o 
*niD3' ii 

axi>x jnixni’x "nh« p pa' ra'X nx^x 
5 moa' 6 

nsWtn ma'S>x p D3'i>x ysnox xnx 

« 

noc nxoia px dx3$>x nxiex 'B n^x 
4 moa' x« 

DK3^X p pa' D3 'B TDD XIX 

*nat? i» 

naD^x dv n3xnai>x pan jxna^x 'D3 xnx 
xma j' 

spfanfo 3 b' d^> 'av n» pa jxa xnx 

1 Deals with nprco rrT*r, Taanit , 30 a. * Yebamot, 101 a. 

3 Comp. Pardes, 23 c. 4 Comp. Tur , II, 265. 6 Shabhat , XIX, 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



GEONIC RESPONSA 


71 


(Fragment 105; leaf a, verso.) 

1 D'Bi T' 

5>dibb> . . ni^HJ niaW>t< anxv ;s 
ni$nae> So 

anai «ivn psna 6e> a^xta [awn 

1 D'DJ S' 

Dni6i> ini3> t6 D'^Nyot^n eonnn 

*D'DJ f* 

n-noj nano 'owb rf? yan am pita 
ot<ni>K nnfat 
i)T ««n uani> nfotp 

'Kina mvai>N jo nnSvi k 

joid na»no Dtn nan *s ioS»a nnot^n 
nao t6 man nt< naion nyo iam 
’Nina a 

nnpnn nx «i> ia« njnap nemaoi 
*mna nii 

ninvoi 4 n'Di»n nya 
* Nina n 

unn lKeot? i>ooi e’ 

*mna S 

pan on neoinn |o moi>na moan by 
5 en'Dn ntt nao nan ma n« naion 

Harkavy, Responsen , 31a. * Ibid., 313, 

Baba Batra , 65 b-67 b. 

Our texts have rvDVin ; Rabbinovicz records also rvDVn and rvcbn. 
Read ones ? Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
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VIII. 

Fragment 2634, MS. Heb. C 18, ff. 35-38, Bodl. This 
fragment consists of a quire of four leaves, written in Syr. 
square characters, 4to, vellum. Though the writing is largely 
obliterated, the missing portions can readily be supplied, 
as will appear from an examination of the dotted words 
in the appended copy of the fragment. It must have 
belonged to a collection of Geonic Besponsa, eight of 
which are preserved in our fragment. No author is men¬ 
tioned, the seventh alone being elsewhere ascribed to 
Sherira, and the only indication of the time of the frag'- • 
rnent is afforded by the reference made to the Gaon Zadok 
(about 823), leaf 38, recto, line 10. 

The first Responsum in this fragment deals with a 
peculiar modification of the law of dowry and jointure, 
as it was developed in certain places outside of Babylonia, 
In these places it was customary for the bridegroom to 
sign a contract in which his future wife’s dowry, together 
with such gifts as he himself made to her at their marriage, 
were set down and appraised greatly beyond their actual 
value 1 , and the provision was made that, on the decease of 
the husband, or in the event of divorce, the woman was to 
receive the fictitious amount therein mentioned. This 
practice led to much litigation, and in many cases worked 
injustice to the heirs of the dead man. The Gaon, ques« 
tioned as to how the real value was to be determined, 
advised strongly that the custom ? which he describes as 

robbery ” and “ deception,” be entirely abolished, and the 
practice prevailing in the academies of Babylonia and in 
the places under their jurisdiction be adopted in its 
stead. The Gaon feels so strongly upon the subject that 
he quotes the form of contract in use in Babylonia. As 
this is probably the oldest form of the nainp containing 
a jointure provision, it deserves to be translated here, 

* Comp, pis nrc, p. 56 •, No. 16: moiyyo dtot orrnmroa vm prn 
mrjrro noa 'te:? navi poo jnb pamai Tprio in N^i-qa* 
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After an introduction, in which he lays stress upon the 
fact that the appraisal of the articles mentioned in the 
contract is strictly in accordance with their real value, 
the Gaon continues (leaf 35 verso, lines 7-13): “ And this 
is the dowry which she brought to him: jewellery and 
ornaments of such and such value; wearing apparel of 
such and such value ; and pillows and bedding of such and 
such value; and N. N. [the bridegroom] has consented to 
add to the prescribed marriage portion [mvo] silk of such 
and such value; necklaces (?) of such and such value; 
wearing apparel of such and such value; and garments of 
such and such value. The above-mentioned N. N. takes 
upon himself and his heirs after him the obligation to 
pay out the value of this marriage portion, together with 
the addition made by himself. And this dowry has been 
delivered to the bridegroom, and it has been clearly seen 
[by the witnesses] that its value is exactly as herein set 
down.” 

The second Responsum likewise deals with the law of 
dowry. The Gaon was called upon to decide a case in 
which a creditor lays claim to the dowry of the debtor’s 
widow. The peculiar feature was that though at the time 
of the man’s death the husband and wife lived in harmony, 
there had been a quarrel, on account of whioh the woman 
had carried away, out of her husband’s house, all granted 
her by her dower rights, and had deposited it with a third 
party to secure it against her husband. After this occur¬ 
rence the man contracted a debt, and then happened his 
death, the dowry articles all this time remaining in the 
safe-keeping of the appointed guardian. The Gaon decides 
that the creditor cannot claim them in payment of the 
money owing to him, in view of the fact that the debt 
owing to the woman, that is, her dower rights, antedated 
the debt owing to him. He states explicitly that this 
decision was not influenced by the fact that the dowry had 
been deposited outside of her husband’s house; in all cases 
the widow is the preferred creditor. 
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The third Responsum treats of a case classified as usury. 
Peddlers were in the habit of bartering junk, flax, wool, &c., 
purchased in the city, for wheat, barley, and other country 
produce. The wares they carried with them to the coun¬ 
try were purchased with borrowed money, and they stipu¬ 
lated to repay the debt in kind: for a certain sum loaned 
the creditor would receive a number of measures of wheat, 
or other produce. In the interval between the contracting 
of the debt and its payment on the return of the peddlers, 
the price of natural products would rise, the benefit of the 
augmented market value accruing, however, entirely to 
the creditors, and not at all to the peddler-debtors. The 
Gaon condemned the practice as usurious, and decided that 
an arrangement for the payment of a debt in kind was 
permissible only if the produce was at hand. 

The fourth Responsum deals with the law of slavery. If 
a Jewish master has had a Christian slave for a twelve- 
month, and his efforts to induce him to accept Judaism 
have been unavailing, he must dismiss him. The same 
decision occurs in several other Geonic Responsa not 
identical with ours 1 . 

The fifth Responsum warns against resorting to a legal 
fiction in order to evade the law of Sabbath rest, even as 
applying to domestic animals. A man is not permitted, 
the Responsum says, to lend his cattle to a non-Jewish 
neighbour, who will make use of them, over a holiday or 
a Sabbath; nor is he permitted to dispose of them by mock 
sale, for if the law refuses to countenance a legal fiction in 
the case of usury and castration, surely the Sabbath law, 
which transcends these in importance, must be guarded 
against even the shadow of an infringement. Though this 
is a subject frequently dealt with in the Geonic Responsa 
literature 2 , yet the Responsum under discussion occurs in 
no other place. 

1 Comp., for instance, p. 26*, No. 21; Muller, nnco, pp. 127,132, 215, 
and 270. 

2 Comp. mpiCD rveto, ed. Muller, p. 66, No. 125, and noVw nbnp, pp. 16-19 
of tho Introduction, and pp. 52-62 in the body of the book. 
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The sixth Responsum deals with two phases of the law 
of slavery. It decides, first, that an oral declaration before 
witnesses, by the master, that a certain slave belonging to 
him has been manumitted, is binding upon the heirs of the 
master; in case he should die before he writes the bill of 
emancipation, they are compelled to give the slave his 
liberty by executing the written instrument. In other 
words, in Jewish law the execution of the bill may be 
but a second step in the process of manumission, the 
first step having been the oral declaration before 
witnesses. Furthermore, the manumission of a slave, 
whether by oral declaration or by a written instrument, 
need not be in Hebrew; any other language will do as 
well. In substantiation of this decision, the Gaon refers 
to an interesting historical fact. He tells us (leaf 38, recto, 
lines 7-11): “It is related of Nathan ben Shahriar 1 , a 
member of the family of the Exilaroh, that on his death- 
bed he issued the order, in Arabic, that his male slave 
N. N., and his female slave N. N., were not to be owned 
by any one after his death. There were only these words, 
no formality customary in such acts was observed, and no 
written instrument was executed. The matter came before 
our lord, the light of our eyes, our master Rab Zadok 
Gaon, may his soul rest in Paradise, and he decided that 
according to law they must be set free, and he compelled 
the heir of Nathan, Shemaiah, who was the son of Isaac 2 , 
the Resh Galuta, to write a bill of manumission.” 

The law of slavery is also dealt with in the seventh 
Responsum, the only one in our fragment found elsewhere, 
namely, in pl¥ p. a6 b , No. 29, where it is ascribed to 
Sherira. The question considered is the sort of extraneous 
indications that may be accepted as proof of the emancipa¬ 
tion of a slave in cases in which no bill has been made out. 
A man had sent a slave of his to school, and had had him 
taught the reading of the Torah and the Prophets, and 

1 Comp., Schechter, Saadyana , pp. 75-7. 

3 Usually known by his Persian-Hebrew name, 


Digitized by 


Google 



GENIZAH STUDIES 


?6 

later the slave had been married with all the ceremonial 
observed at the marriage of a free man, as, for instance, 
the recital of the u seven blessings.” On the death of the 
master, who left a young son, the slave insisted that these 
circumstances indicated his emancipation. The matter 
was brought before the court, which finally granted him 
his liberty, in order to secure to the heir the dead man’s 
fortune, which had been entrusted to the slave. The Gaon 
considered the decision of the court not justifiable. That 
he had educated him and had his marriage ceremony 
performed as though he liad been freed, had be. n reprehen¬ 
sible acts, but they could not be adduced as proofs of 
manumission. Reading of the Law before a congregation 
might have been accepted as such proof, but not mere 
ability to read the Scriptures. 

The eighth Responsum is in an incomplete condition, and 
deals with the hermeneutic rule, ptc nn*o D'tan D'mna W 
poi>D. 
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(Leaf 35, reeto.) 

laxco ub anao nanacn it b nimb phan? Kin pna icxy 
nK pot? iaxi t'B'Boni onaa irax b jn’ pxie*a nj«a nm pxoia 
nmni trawt nai ia nanoa rb jniai jnn noijn onon by in' Dwaan 
nb nonaa Tax n'ao 1 nx'axnt? no Djt nanoa jniK own nb 
by ianao prpa nopei pnno now nam pooa not? vb unan 5 
nnainaa lanat? no b bn inon no tax i>na jxx nt?j? 3 i Dopo not? jnnn 
.... mox tax ix xi> ix bn bnt? enann dx ik xi> ix 
Dtrt Tax n'ao nx'ant? Dnaa intan ix nnainaa D'ainan D'amtn 
piirft?an npea ^bpxn xoitra Dnix i>tan xoit? rtrxa nx>aw no bant? pn jo 

.dddi Db nb x'ana i>tan dx vbo» pan? noa ix 10 

aiiiab nob .iaibb 6 ab anaet? mn ia xano «pi>’ d'dd 3 dtixd nab 
Dab anaoo unaoi jn anao pxi but* rooipo ba 
D’bpnob . , njn naaa dh?d 13 m b Ditto ia e*i 
D'cnom nxoa nao nxo D'naa nb *ax aniai na'Doa bn ? 1 opt D*aen 
pnnoi oopo not? paniai pn?j> jnn by nixo com *)ba «jb nen 15 
jnanyoi nanoa m «|b ni> jnia xb tjj xin oa’etiaa 'oix Dnx no vb 
jr.at? nnxi> xw nb xonai x'ana jnix xnp nox b jnat? no Djt 
xmpi ii>'xi ibta not? vb naniai nmm rrana inix xnp w «jb nb 
noa pnoix iax p xi> ba noDin ii> px xw oanab p dx nb inix 
ib naina nsDin xw pvt nama nDDini naina np'jt *moba doj® ao 
not? b xnpn iaoo mx nanoa ni> jnat? nr i'b aniai inn ncxn dxi 

1 Read nww or n*rao nr-ro. 

* Ketubot, 90 a, and in many other places. 
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133 1^13' 13K PK K'31133 1*{>y 11311131 mrmt? k{>K HJ> vb) 

n Dit? miw by *noy{> *ib>bn iK*n nptt'b dip tw ji*a nyi 
iw ts* D'riKoa nwa nw ism D'ts'om nKoa .iko pots'ts' D’oyD 
Dits^ nax*p ib p« ten noK3 nain pw p '3 D'ts^tsn nKoa .iko 
{•331 {>3331 nia'tra 3n3D *1313 .lab piDs{> ItS'DK TN\1 . . . bv 5 
noK3 D'lya wik pop n{>a{> n*3K n{> jruts'o Kin p b«ier nioipo 
k’ 3113 pm naina noeo pamai K*3ii3 pxnpi pits'a' no pivi 
ninDai D*na isi ia d*133 iai ia po*e>an n{>.*i pa *nii>y nbam 
*{>33 'Kna’ne pi p jo *n*t? nnaina by «i*dini pi *3ii>D *axi iai ia 

pi *3i{>D i>3pi pa pa *its> K'loai p p *ib> Ktsnab *3kd p p jo 10 

pB 3 nn*Ki *nnna *mm* i>yi *ni{>y nnsDini ki nnaina ni'nnK 
ji*a*i nb^yb cneci kdib> pin *ikeh K3*tni K3nn n*i> ki k*3H3 
mn k{>i no*oi |i)D'd{> 5>*a* k{> n{> ssnao la p ma pan panai 
WypBDl K3jnn3T3 K3K1 *k{>» *3nal Kelts' KMil K*3'il3 K*nn *1KB> 
'nai i>a n*i> a*ni *iks> *kh n*3Dtn namaa Bnso iaa n*{> pnoKi 15 
i5>*dki nbv d* 133 {>a pot? k{>k K3*y **i3*i {>pa'D{> n{> n*{> k.to . 13*1133 
pK 'ok biots! nbyv no pots' 'ok an 130 b 2 pnoxi nbvff niK{>3 
ia{>3 k*3H3 k{>k n{> pK mnio K*n dki ana Kna{>'ni n* byv no pots' 

nvnoi> ly ibis' p pis' moa w pa .ikvw Kims' nioa n{>oi3 

pots' nba by {>n3 ?xv . 1*3113 nK nntsu dki : 1 2 3 y*an{> nyi wbvb nyi ao 
4 D**n pa pnDnm D.n*3'ya jnbia moms' no nn*30 nnK*r nyeo iniK 


1 NTOTO is certainly identical with Nnranr, Kiddushin , 9 *, the meaning 
of which is, however, doubtful; comp. Rashi, ad loc., and ’Amky s. v. 
"ran (ed. Kohut, III, 437). I think that 'taD in our text is the explanation 
given by a glossator to wro'nc, which he takes to be a kind of nocklace. 

2 Ketubot , 54 a. 

* Ketubot , 63 b, below, to 64 a. 4 Read D'Tra'a. 
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(Leaf 36, recto.) 

inn? laiai nnainaa ni> anas? So Stan no ok niwen? nr anatai ‘:ni>ya D^ena 
ninom n^nnetr 't'ybw dip mwa Dfrrya ;niK intan pta"? rwanr Dnaa 
k^k ni> i'k mio ok i>3K pn Kin *p ne’ia ok pai o'eni' itaSe'' ’D«n pa 
ntaop i>oai new ii> nnme» piKi niwe'ei .T3K rb jnae) po’e'aro onaa 
'i>yaD 'jk nK*t'no meK maK n'ai> naimi !>yan 'ta'eoni miaa .iVdii onma 5 
'atoxic *p inKi 'i> no !>a moon naK mao mKane) no i>a f'atoe' nr 
K/t? &bv t by po'eoni onaa I'poa k^'k iaoo yiDKB' no ii> pto wao 
la into mew Dy oite mw DniK 'iv'bwn pa i>ya nxn dtiik i>na' 
yian^ newm ianao yiani> ain i>ya K3i nci 5 >oki oik 'aao poo pwi mi) 
o"nta neon KiKn ieni>emt? po'eani D'iaa jniK : ni>r maiiai nnaina 10 
iawi ia oon Dom p»a Koi>n ik k$>ik jma niaai> am i>yai> ii> e* k5> ik 
niwea ainae» 'aeo nnaina new naame) ny niaai> ii> pK ain 5>ya iniKt? 
d'jb) noa mip mew naina nae* newi mi> mew oy Dii>e) new nrwi) 
mae^ nonp naiewin ntai d'bo yaiK 4 »iD3 mm? 'D s ia'aen nri>e) nii>Di> 
p'ncKpi *aw dhkp d’ikpi i>a nniw myaii) n’e»i>ei lywbvb maei 15 
met? rb & naewi 'anp k^i n«3e6 nomp naiewin 'jftpe 6 mena 
iniKta ain i>ya nana nyet? nan ja'poc Ki> own n"ae> Dip wi i>i>ana ni> p« 
ntaai) non? wdi naa Ki> naae> no ib 'taw Di>iyi> naa naao no naai Dips' 
pa imKD ain i>ya »aai> Dipio ain byzb pi nviy nai> onp p jam*a 
ain i>ya dWdi ly naa main ’i>ya na kSib) k{> p Kawi Koai na ’aai> 20 
nonp ”k new wn Kam m^i ain jta nna ’3'e> ain i>ya aa k!> pewi 

1 This view is not accepted by all the authorities, comp. Asheri, Nach- 
manides, and R . S. B . A. to Ketubot , 63 b-64 a, and Jacob ben Asher, Tur 
Ebcn ha-Ezerj LXXVII. 

s Read D^nra. 5 Ketubot, X, 5 ; 93 b. 

4 =m Ketubot, 90 a. 

4 Read n. 
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'131 Kin flTK 

P'33 am i>ya yiB’ lain ini' dki .Tnaina i>a yia'n iaJ>\i ain i>ya '3 b 5> 
it rnwte naina ia pai ia pa ^a Dsn k^ b no d"to Dan b to kw pam 
n^Ktwi 'i>D^DD pa pa ypipo pa nDBn si* pa tobd pa nt ain i>ya!> ncmp 
pxaipi D'tacrn “iraxi jne>Bi iukdits pianai onsaai nn"ja pitno pine 
pen Vsn myt? bv D'na 'isnc ptao p^taian o'iai itwi myen D'nyn O'Dn 5 
piaitai nt npo p:ipi poo p^taiai i:na oi'Bp iai ia poy ppDiai puytn 
jn5> «n' ik nil's ]ni> |nS into npm nwfin ntt pyiiBtpa pmioi p6 
oaiDD on!> n'tn' itattn dk nain tor DT3 diidd iaa'y naa D'na 'i>yai Daitata 

11 DK IpDBt? TO3 Dn^ 13T1' OKI pi> '3B3 flh S>y3ni pt30 0n5> Tvb'v '6 KXD' K*> 

ton ia on’ 3'3 p'dbj ikm poo i>ya rmm ipva plaice’ into ik io 

o'PBp ia la iroy ppDiai iSk enmo^ pot: panw ii>'K D'na 'i>ya pin 
i^bki Dn'naa piiyei po'n jniKi> pe* poo oni> un'p nyea ok nana 
iniD £ vr oiia pntaKpi D"i>B 3 i^bki pxiit? . . . . ta nxp 
kp nt laia ptaan i^pm hdk ii> pk pnDKp 1 2 * iidk Dtrnaa Dni» pK dki 
I^BK 'DK pox' 'll D'nKD fTl 5 > O'tlKD HKD Hli> DKD B" K31H 31 'DK *p'1EK 15 
rrriKia n«n 'i *nKp pmr 'ia na^m pita noa nr by 4 * hkd k5>k )b pk 
b px pap ns'D ii> pk p ns'o' prix 4 ,m b iTyroi* rrn 'i ':ttn P'tokp 
la mm o'aint jni> fbu m iaia 'tni !>3K pa'o noa nbv mi> i!> e» kh 

n'ane* p nie»yi> iidk paia ikbi puyen D’on pxaipi nn"yi> pafnn 

D'liyen o'tan o’lBaai nn«ya d'bdk i>y o'imo^ oni> e* i^bki ten niwaa to 
‘kck ja'ioKpi jpai pap^i jrr^y ni^ iidk Dixap k!i oiKaa k 5> pnyi 

1 These three words at the top of the page are written by a later hand, 
evidently a memorandum, referring to the chapter -jura wn mv of the 
treatise Baba Mezia, treating of the laws of rvn, under which the Gaon 
classifies the case put to him. 

2 Baba Me;ia , 63 a. 9 Baba Me?ia t 75 a. 

4 This is the reading of different MSS. of the Talmud, the printed text 

reads: twd ^ sr; comp. Rabbinovicz, Dikduke Soferim, ad loc. 

6 *rQH. 
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(Leaf 37, recto.) 

mi> ppi npanx nxanx np®) nte» jf>Tx xpi nxmpV oir ann jxo 'xn xaxn 
'tne* n’i> nw tonv xi> xd'pd 'tdx xi> 'xi ne> n'i> mx 'x ntpcri nsron xin 
ponon pa ji> 'i^op nen ’oxn nnoon xsojc np ix oa xia'p np 'a xo'nn mo 
nwx xmp*®) nna psanro xpi mpnxa 'n'D rvb mxn jxo ihoxi 1 2 n’Dx xsx'au 
nxioi) 'nr am jxd 'xn xaxn 'oxn xnip’e) xvm jo 'do nii>Di> ppoai) $ 
'33 iTibtj xsa’n' ^dxi xrni xmr '3a nxp mtpp pianr'oxpi nxp ppoi) 
xo'nn wo xo'trD hdx xhxi nt? xnpp xwna pin'x 'xn xtdis xtd-u 
* niDx xnr i»'pts» xpn xin'pa jun'hi p'a ji> 'b> ep ne> 'axnxp nhonan jva 
pro an 'oxn pi>pe»xp b noi nix pa dx dto d 3 idd laa'jn owe 'oxn dxi 
X31DD |wi> nnnon xw X3n "opo p^n p 'niDx b no3 ~ux i>a xmann ni>i>a 10 
xoi>pi> xpnn o'xpi x'oir »op xnon paw 'a prnnna ppDDn ix rro'pa 
hi)'3i 'tvs nap ii> && 'oi naiw pi pibob) npB> by pii> jsnox xpn 
nni)xi> naioi b niDx hoi> nn xin enn -\vy dob* iop 

1 vy not? iop ^ 3 i> 3 D hoi> nn xh osn p nap npihn oi> p panm *'n 'oxn 
ixoa kdd ann ’op pan ’mncx ii> xn?p *xi nai>n *pi D03i> inaioi nnm ann 15 
nnap jnD'po pan 13m i>i>a pn3"po xi> naiD xa'pp 'nn x'nn xa'pp 'na xin 
Enin ntrp o’3E) ii>'Dxn po"po px 'ix xa'pp 'n i>xpon 'n 'nan pho pw 
nah inona n'aewi> hxntr>i» n'i> n'oxi 'ii> p pnrr 'na naSm po"po px 
inona nivas? i»p i>xnn .hivob) odd na^a pa aio ova pa n'i>p aiani> 

•pom toi -pram ywi 

■pi®) m3' |poi> ainai pionai inoxi yiapi inai iaai nnx '3E> icvpa 20 
'xwoi> nripihn mtni>i nag) anpo '«i> nona niacin D'npnh 'ai imom 


1 Baba Me^ia , 63 b ; the text of the Talmud as given here differs from 
the printed one and also from the reading found in MSS. Notice 
especially warn instead of pnj, and comp. Tosafot , s. v. no*o. 

2 Baba Mejia , 64 a. 9 Tebamot, 48 b. 
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D'.td 1 -nDKi Kin poo niDKt? rvsn ntnpn tcnpn nra hd'k *hdk rnp 
nniD'Ki risen ntnyn *hd'k pn^n nanyrt bp hd*k kihp p n$> rains 
nijKsw nrDN nonynp noa win by mrnn baa mby pnnnor -non nro'N 
'nnee' nw nt nay n« 'nnnw any 'by rvr any u;?b noN? *nt<a mu 
nayns?nbr ampy nrrnb rb vr> nn'n oa anb ana Nbr nna up Nbr annaa nw 5 
'nnae' B'byoen p^ba anb ana 'oa 'n Nb in nn'n oaa uno pa'p Nb in ana 
uno pa'pn inn ia Nb in nrmnb w pap ra pxr pnrn ua jn nr nayr n 
nuna up Nb 'Nr nn'n oa panra nuna up 'nt nnabnn 'Nobr Naro nn’n oaa 
baN pana Nb Nb 'ni pana nn'n oa ananab Nnien pab n'N noN 'n 
r'n anyb nowr p*a 'yo 'nd nrmnb isti ha' ra'N ana naynpnbr nrrnb 10 
nrn'nb rnb rpaan nnbND nw 'nnce’ nw nay nN <nnn*e^ any 'by 
'nnat? nrarba rnn*o ny^a now? 'a pm' 'n 'dn 'dh an NnN'a 4 pnoNpn 
4 pnoNi nrnns? oa ‘D.nb panrar ar«nr*n nN pato 'nto nrwb ria myna* bn 

no'DN 'dn 

an win 'a nr nD'DNb 'tw an "boN napn rb pN *nay rniN nor may n'patan 
Nnrya 'on ann nonaN 'boN 'rar mmo nyea nDNtp 'd 7 pm* 'n 'dn 'on 15 
*an ninns? pt?ba “'cNn nnnt? paba 'dn Nbn nnryo *nd 'b>n an* 1 >dn nut 
innNrnND rba anab pant'Nn *nayn NnnpDn 4 p'ncNi pnrn p UNnn 'Da 
h "ndp panNrno ua by nnn rbr>N 10 rnb 'dn Na'ann mopb rnN "Nina 
n'paon no'DN 'DNm Na*anb pan mb noN Nnn'nn ndu pab pana*n 
'b «n' 3 D 'D'n ana N 3 N Na'an rnb 'dn napn rb pN ‘nay rnrN nor may ao 
nnnt? jitrba 'dn Nbn Nnryo 'Nor rnb 'dn n'.i Nnryo nan ann N.nl mb VSdn 


1 Baba Mejia, 6a b. 

• Baba Mezia, 90 b ; instead of WM read TDM. 

8 n*i dim is one who is not a rra 3'3tt, to whom reference is made 
farther on, line ia. 

4 0 it tin, 40 a. 8 Read n6. 

• The editions of the Talmud read iayrr. 

7 From 'D till tonDM is missing in the editions. 

• *w n missing in the editions. • «=moM Mtt. 

10 Editions : won 'MQp Mnvno »:3M wnM Vn. 
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(Leaf 38, recto.) 

am pm' 'nn p'an Nnnyoe» pi>n p p'ycp :'03 'an nnnp ptrio l, o«n 
nn’ni* Ny nnne» pcySa "dn 'an pnoNp pan *pa'N 'Ninan to'am 'tw 
nun' na ^wdbo N3N 't?K 2 -b no'DNni* nn'h pmnNia nna5>'n 

1>d r n« 'nnnw ony by vn nny '3e6 noNt? nr pin ia^n b to'ao 
taa tn!? paniai wnv n« pciai nm6 ins' mr 'nnet? ntn nay 5 
pa'p pto pmn '3a jn o'taat?' pe6a oni> ana 'D3 'n nWan : inns? 
nN'nne* na fna iobm nx'tt's *33 jo nnxa ne»yo n'n na :nSn nw6 wy 
}d nnN ewa^o' n{> 'nnBtf ' 5 >bi 'nay bs> now mxi nnsyi nay ii> i'ni 
an ntD 13 ' 3 'y niND 13 ' 3 Hn 'opi> NnNi mn nn'n taa n 5 >i mn pa'p "nya 
eni»^ n"pai nn'n^ iNyn ton ini> pdbi py pa mysa Nma pN3 pm 10 
nWssn ttnn'nn nb '3 pni> anai Nnii>3 PNn pnv'n n'na myoy jnan 
nu^ iD'sam pn rw i>03 pwn noy p rrhm nnaen nay b mn piNn 
DmanN n« D'oenacn: ‘ninBtsn onay pin vm B'N'aa nnin etnpi naion 
nnBBn naj6 lanni ^xne«D nntyy noy nayn n'3 pnsn poo mm 
no« N?n pao nnt6 B '33 n'5nm mSa or 6 non nS pnsn 'asa niana yae» 15 
wyi pn n'a inoyi pnNn nci nn'n oa nni> ana n!>i pmn '33 ontt pnsn 
{tap p pn«i> b em nn'n taa b lanai non poo nay Nta nayn oy nne'D 
rbv\o D'ann nana nniN n 5 > in nmyi> nayi> n'mr6 i»ia* pn inna'ya 
pn iniNP i3'«n na n$> in or6 i>yiD pn n'3 Dni> unay 031 : n$> in Dr6 
nmn no'i>^ ian nt?y na' n$> B'N'aa min nnpi nBDn n'ai» ian iD'aans? 30 

1 —mow Mn. 

* The words prw ’hvui refer to m*m 'vh S only. 

8 Gif (in, 40 a. 4 Arabic : (JJujU ^ Xs*\ 5 L 

8 Read nncwm iirn inw vm. 
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'a by «|x xma 'min nay nx nahy enxi> max n^> ja yenm '*» 'osn 
ton x'tpp xpn naxn axi xw maa nay ’fxny awaai min xnp» 
pans ‘nm'.n 4 ninnxi* xy xb nwan maa pprna r\e>b& xnpc? ix •x'ann 
P'a 'xm xmm ma'v 'aaa nhan nya min naoa xnpe» paa xvm xy 
'td pun fa .Tan mnen fancx mm naaa xnpi mwa nna 'inn 5 
p i>ax nin'nb xyn phan i!> mn uneo * fancx xpn phanx mm 
pxi an a'liaa anay amaa !>ai icxi vaxi :xin nna nay 5 txny nr nay 
itpy na’ xh ^xnt^ n*wy jmx }ni> ian'ae» a'ann nana nmx ni>yio 
new ix'en iane>a * fancx 'an nhaai> anay m ix'yne* hne* jmx 
xb rnnayhi n'a xa'x 'a p'naxn m*vni> xpaan hne* na new xpn 10 
: nmmi* paa xi> ntryo 'xn 'a i>ax xniD'x nay xim xnia'x n’ 5 > naya 
pnx jni» ona na 'a by s D'Sa xh iyy xi> pn n'aa ii> ianae> nin'n can 
an pnm 'aa aixry x$> a'eni* i*> ainab men ani> jna xh iTine> xi> 
jnh? n^i i>ai nnaen nay mix ia'ai> ata xh npy xh ien> jaitya 
'xd * pata px nnxa a’xan a’aina 'at? nWen an amaa anay 15 
xa'xn aa by * 1 x 1 xnha nni xem'a nn penaan 'xnp pnn nem'a 
me nn ii> xaema x5>x pnhab jiatr**nai> ne»a'x xh xaia xma^na 
in'ani> ha' nnx 'x axe> paa ia nainan nn'aa t6x 'b px 7 naon nav 
naii> maim m'ani> ha' nnxe> nan i>aa m'aa nnxe> ia nainan nn'aa 
a nraa nynn nx n'B' xm ann Sxiaa 'nai :aipa i>aa naan nai* nia 10 

1 Ketubot, 28 a. 8 a= ]”Ty. 

8 Qi((in f 40 a. 4 Read rornV. 

* - Tni «n. 

6 Kiddushirt , 58 a, and in many other passages. 

7 Baba Mezia, 31b. 
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IX, 

Fragment 2821—MS. Heb. f. 56, fol. 102 of the Bodleian! 
written in Syr. Babb, char., i6mo, paper—is a Geonic 
Responsum with reference to travelling by boat on the 
Sabbath. The permission to do such travelling on the Sab¬ 
bath is here shown not to be original with the Halakot 
Gedolot , but to have been inserted by the Gaon Mar Jacob 
ben Mordecai, who incorporated it in the famous collection 
to give his own decision more weight. The few decisions 
by this Mar Jacob that have come down to us show him 
to have been a man of extraordinary independence \ As 
a result he was often accused by his opponents of pretending 
to have traditional authority for his statements; particularly 
he was accused of invoking the authority of Jehudai 2 . 
We are not in a position to decide whether these charges 
have a foundation in fact. However that may be, they 
go to show the attitude of the Geonim to the Halakot 
Oedolot in the form in which they had R. Jehudai’s work. 
They felt it had been tampered with. 

Recto. 

Dfwsi> wan *m to nfo 
px 'an urn xn 'r pm D'ajjn 
tfo’ 'jd nine 'bd 3 pr^ao 
xav» i>an ‘Yu '$>na 'aoi *natyn 
*6ino nrDoa nrvae> r6 upa 5 
xnaaa na arroi> met? 
b no dv mjrao b hd "udi 

1 Comp. Muller, Majteah , 73. 

* Comp, above, p. 31, line 24. 

• Arabic - Hebrew f\i. 4 Shabbat, 19 a. 

4 Editio Venice, f. 17 a, line 15 ; ed. Hildesheimer, p. 81. 
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qa!>'n rut? onp D'D’ nts6t? 
Ktm'B pro *yn 'tan iw 
Kn^o Km 'nn pan — k!> ik io 
kj!> tnuD vb 'bna pnnatttn 
apy' non koi?o Kip'yon 
Ktcn'K 'yj utid na pto 
twm Km rri> Kiuno'K pam 


Verso. 

,3 ’K 'IK 'D3 p 'Dt? pn 1 ilB'D3 

"Kn rtno'D n'ina 5>y T“« 

'cpn j"yto rr6 KiahD'w 
'yet? pi wane 'na '5>ri ji> 

•nun tfo) ton iuk 'ej p 5 
apy ion i'*ik3d^ n'n'^ 

Kna 'nDK '’bki y"j pw 

pj^B vb p 'dp pna Kni^D 

nae6 icy poiD pjya k^k 
T iv '“i ib 'em 8 nan? u'Ki io 
ni> "’iiis'bi Knat?i> n*io*it6 
'll rr6 , wb K^n ktuh 
. Krut? b'rto kp 'em 

X. 

Fragment 2807—MS. Heb. c. 13, fol. 22, in the Bodleian, 
written in Syr. square char., 8vo, paper, on one side only. 
It is what is left of a letter addressed hy a scholar at 
Bagdad to an outside community. The first seven lines 
read as followsAnd thus whenever you have 

1 Shdbbat , 19 a. 

9 The same statement is found also in R. Hananel’a Commentary on 
Shabbat, 19 a. 

3 The editions read rToxbS rue Sp, while R. Hananel,ibid., and MS. Munich 
agree with the reading of our fragment. 
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transactions 1 with the Government, I admonish you to let 
us know about them, that we may consult with the 
prominent members of the Bagdad community in the midst 
of which we dwell, namely, the sons of R. Natira and 

the sons of R. Aaron .and then the Government will 

deal with you according as the Lord will aid your helpers. 
Thus do ye, and not otherwise, I adjure you.” 

There can be no doubt that the Natira referred to is the 
well-known supporter of Saadia in his struggle with the 
Resh Galuta; and it follows as an obvious inference that 
R. Aaron must be Aaron Sarajado, the opponent of Saadia. 
Of the children of R. Aaron we know nothing; while of 
the sons of R. Natira the names have been preserved, Sahl 
and Islmk 2 , as well as the fact that they were among the 
most prominent Jews in Babylonia. However, as R. Aaron 
Sarajado also was a man of wealth and influential con¬ 
nexions, it may readily be assumed that his sons, too, were 
counted among the leaders of the community. 

The letter must have been written after the year 960, 
as it refers to R. Aaron as one who has departed this life 
(see line 5), but there is no plue as to the author of the 
letter. Unquestionably he must have been a man of 
considerable influence and high position; the whole trend 
of the letter makes that appear clearly. Identification 
of the writer with one of the Geonim is precluded by the 
fact of his residence in Bagdad. 

Recto. 

TVD t»!> \T *ltTK flWl TBH i>3 pi 

nivj m 'a ij'3b 5> lnrran nan ni3i>on 
nev ruin new o*3wn D'na n« 

’am to'taa 'no \53 d.ti’ 3 D*3tw iana« 
tjn'o'fo iron rons^ n'BDKan -or jinn# 'no 5 

1 The Hebrew expression nVwn yen is a locution modelled after the 
Talmudic phrase npaa yon. 

* Comp. Harkavy, Festschrift, in honour of A. Berliner, pp. 37-8; and 
Friedlaender, J. Q. R., XVII, p. 753. 
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hkd tzb tki noyb 
ipcn 5 >ki w p dtd uryio v * pw 
dd^k D'nmsi tiy D’nvo we nr nnKi — 
D3'nui> n« Tiiyi> niroini nnnrn 'ana 
u'nK nwo t&nunp n« rpnfn io 
wion »6i mon now u wmi iron no 
man *v kvj ^ik urnt pa«n p o 
ova or pi i&jp to rnn Wm nana 
Kin WM Olte '3 D3D&TO XTWSn 

nnn£n DDKai p« xav pte dk *a 15 
awi oa^oaa '>'*'* wi onaarA mn pn 
taam mom mn moa iaojn oaoy 
M*ninfan fai oa^maim oa^manai Darken 
nyi> un* 


XL 

Fragment 3634—MS. Heb. c. 18, fol. 40, in the Bodleian, 
written in Syr. Rabb. char. The writing is blurred in many 
places, but the illegible parts can be supplied easily, so that 
the text can be deciphered without difficulty. It contains 
seven Responsa, of the first of which but two lines are given, 
sufficing, however, to indicate that it dealt with a liturgical 
question. As no author is mentioned in connexion with 
any of the seven Responsa, it is an open question whether 
they were all written by the same author, and it is difficult 
to assign them to a specific date. In the view they take 
of certain Halakot , some of them show plainly that they 
belong to the early Geonic time. 

2 . The second of these seven Responsa deals with the pas¬ 
sage Berakot , 5 b, '131 IDJDJP dw. It is the opinion of 

the Gaon, that one of two persons alone in a synagogue 
may not go out before the other, lest the latter be disturbed 
in his devotions by being left behind as the sole occupant 

1 Comp. Pirke R. Elieser, III: ... Has pH DH and -|HVon uo, ed. 
Amsterdam, fol. ia a. 
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of the synagogue. From the expression ppwn tOTPDi, 
used in line 10, recto, it appears that the prohibition applies 
only to the services at night. This is in agreement with 
the opinion of the Geonim quoted by Rabbenu Hananel in 
the Reaponsa, ed. Lyck, and by Nathan ben Yehiel, t Amk i 
s. v. *po, ed. Kohut, p. 19. 

3. The Gaon prohibits the insertion of a phrase like 
W&K ^ D'p' 1 in the benediction 3 W DDK. He does 
not stop at this specific injunction, but goes on and sets up 
the general principle that the nblto ro"0 refers to the 
deliverance from Egypt, and has nothing to do with re¬ 
demption in the future; hence no phrase pointing to 
the Messianic time is to be tolerated in this benediction, 
according to him. He fortifies the position he takes on 
this point by referring to the in the Morning Service 
as recited in the synagogue of the Academy, in which 
htW ho follows immediately after naoa This view 
he shares with Rab Amram (Seder Rab Amram , 6 b); and 
there can be no doubt that the old nhw contained no 
reference to the redemption of the future, as appears clearly 
from a comparison of the various rituals with one another. 
The Ashkenazic Ritual has *nv, and the Italian has 
HU# while the Sephardic has Indeed, 

it is doubtful whether, in the last, is to be taken as 
a reference to the redemption at the end of time, seeing 
that the parallel passage, in the rbm of the Evening 
Service, has mo ' 3 , the perfect form of the verb, hence an 
allusion to the past. It is noteworthy that the Ritual 
iron also has the reading ro 3 K ^ 33 ; but these words are 
followed not by ppm, but by nppffl. Is this the original 
form of the prayer, or was the perfect tense of the verb 
a later substitution in accordance with the view of the 
Geonim that the r 6 lN 3 refers to the past, and not to 
the Messianic time? 


1 Comp. Seder R. Amram , 19 a, first line. This insertion in the nVuo 
is, however, missing in the two MSS. of the Seder R, Amram in the library 
of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America. 
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4. The fourth Responsum deals with the question whether 
the Reader in the synagogue is to repeat 1313 for the late¬ 
comers. In the Qeonic collection nawn 'lyv, No. 305, ed. 
Leipsic, 30 d, we have a decision by Sar Shalom Gaon on 
the same question, to the effect that the Reader is to repeat 
1313 for those who have not recited the yDP. Our fragment, 
on the other hand, makes the explicit statement (lines 3-4, 
verso) that the Reader is not to repeat, even for those who 
have not recited the VW&. However, it would seem to me 
that the text of our fragment stands in need of a change; 
if we read 1331 instead of in line 3, the difference 
between the two Responsa disappears entirely 1 * . 

5. This Responsum contains an explanation of the term 
nonrr p, derived by the Gaon from its use in Onkelos. 
In i>l 3 PX, I, 10, it is ascribed to Sar Shalom. 

6. Here we have the opinion of the Gaon on the subject 

of , discussed by the Talmud in Pesahim , 74a-b. 

The Gaon shares the view expressed by the Rabed, in his 
nwn on Maimonides H111DK nii> 3 KD, VI, 17, according to 
whom the Talmudic permission covering KTP^ID extends 
to mnp—a view opposed by R. Natronal Gaon and others, 
who limit the permission of the Talmud to Another 

interesting point in this Responsum is the reference to 
nmn with hot water, the use of which is opposed by all 
authorities except Maimonides 3 . 

7. The last Responsum of the group contains a decision 
permitting the use of a fowl though it has been prepared 
with the liver. This must be an exceedingly old decision, 
for all authorities known declare fowl neiB if the liver 
of the bird has been cooked with it, instead of being 
removed and broiled separately 4 . 

1 Comp. Seder 2 ?. Arnram, 15 a. 

* Comp, mi®n nr®, 263, ed. Leipsic, p. 24; mpc® rvobn, 44 and 45; 
Maimonides, 1 . c. 

* Baal ha-Iftur, ed. Lemberg, II, ad; Maimonides, 1 . c.; comp, also 
Muller, Mafieah , 279. 

4 E*n, 45; rf®, 1 . c.; Muller, 1 . c., and 70. 


Digitized by 


Google 



GEONIC RESPONSA 


9 l 


Recto. 

•bva SS3113 "SSD '3 i>3K .TOlpD tfOp t6 S]D1D n^BTH DIK'D 1. 

'iwt'B'l Dli>3 133 pSSI 'em TBS'S 1 * * 4 K^d!) SSX1»1 riD33n n'33 TT .. 

pnoffo p’DDni) vp ninsssa d«di dip mss nojan n'ai> bob' fD333S'3 
■pv ssi> ni>’Dn *pm pa ssoim ix mssa dtps' i^wn n'3ni> 
D*ipi 'enni> iD333s» ’DOS' 'Dan nosssn it Biros' sm'D ssm p vb s 
: iri> non pssi ss'n 'spa t<b n'an^ pnon ssS d"di po mss 
noun JV3D son po mss Dnpi bbznrb iDiais''a sm’D pi 
nso*w p’3 nDjsn n '33 nai> n'3n min n'ani> pnon ssin 
n^onn p iai> npip pp'ron p ssTn'oi injn nsTOD mi> mw 
Dipt? inissi> ii> porno 13'D^ i>^Dnn ssi’B' id3 noni ni> pi3i> 13 pssi 10 
: s "wpi> wen pss i'*issnf> nous' dipdi ssm : 5 V3 e> 3 in^en son 
i3Vii>ss ’ v ' D'p' 'dissi 3'xo bosses' ninsoa panssos' s* 
msn is :ssi> iss ‘PS's nam i'iisdi inixcni iShj miaip 
1T3D ms's * Dos' las' mss 'dip *3bp p *iDssi> tosss 'sss' 
sso'n '3i mnssi* '31 noeij '3 i*i3D anya n'*\nssi> 'ssi n'3ai> '3 15 
'ss ami nossa i>3ss *iidss*i ssn a*un mvp nnso nanss nnss 
fonss nnss TOii> •ss'Bss iss'n ss'n nnssn p'ai ss'n nnnssi> nnss 
nina am noss Tnss dj?d : ss'n nnss ssi>m mxp nnssi 
naia 'xd nssm ti'd ss^k np'jr i>a D'orni nsrpa na pss 
spain ini3i>o i bv D'p noii> ns'ass iss'n .tbs' nsvoi ao 
nia's" '33 *'sss' pc' i>3i to'o 5> 'yanp ssi> pi> in D'Dm 
•ip nbiu^ nip' ' v ' ss!>'ss 'diss wss pss man n'aai 

'SsSB'E'1 S|1D D' by 's* 11DSSSP ..... 

iron nss toui IPS' by omen max. 

DISS '33 i>'3Ea 1313 TOWS' S5WD S' .... J5 
'D3 iss : 13*13 mins' 'dssb' ms6 .... 
n'^ , DSSE' mssi> 1D333S' MSS '33 
D1SP 133 B* .... SP ssin. . . 

1 * Berakot, 5 b ; the reading of our fragment differs 

from that of the editions, as well as from that given in MS. Mun. 

* Mtshnah Berakol , I, 4 ; Gemara , ibid., 11 a. 

4 Read: p nW? wd nrin. • ; comp, line ia. 

• -poiH pro. 
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Verso. 

.ynBo$> pen pm pen pry no kS> ik ’ y*iBoi> pen pK 

.W>BnnS 'pnte imp mnonB' mens lanai pron nanaa 

nrwa loaaiB' onK ua jniK ok na^n ia k^k nr !>y nr pry 
d’dp 05 ? kxid noK OKI nom mrm J>k yes' nnp imp 
nyoB'oa nonn pm : nonn pm pr 'em : kvi nf>oai> 5 
pm nns Kin amaB'oa noa nimnb non nB'paoB' nyB'a 
nw£ na^aio noni D^iyn d'ikdb' nyao pa pjjn 'nnoi p»x 
D’aionn wm 'Boa p^y rnmni* o'B'paoB' nui>Ki Dwy nioa 
hb’ no* nam ninaa ok ninaann 'em maa nimn n^'nn 
’oa ik naini> pawn ^ao pnnn s pB'tn oo jnai ns' ns' nmoi 10 
: ki'dk ik kmb' kji'k^d nniB'yi* mo pawn 'i>aa nmaao 
Kn'K^o Kn *'an noK ia pnnna nmm m'ubo ia*m ia 
KnaWn i>'yi> ii>’BK nKBn po nnnt> noio i^'bk idkt jkd 
p^an nair6 pi ttfo Kpim i”yt> hoib iS>'bk kw KmK^on 
nni»D pm i»3K on Kinn p pi>an 4 nvn »y5»an dibd m'Dtn 15 
jna i^'bk pnnna nmni nn^oc' 'B'B'oa nmm nnta 
na KVD31 n^B'aniB' nbiaanm : kw p5>an naini* 
nbaannn nK i>aiKi naan nK pmr mao nino naa 
feim naan nK pit Kmrao mm mn i^bki ni>nnai> nnmoi 

no novya Kin nn naae> ’aao oyo no ni>aann ao 
o^bb' Dn pma naan p oW on 'inn nK nDiK 
wk ia'Bi> nbaanna d'b'b'o ini' nnn lap 
... 6 pns> ukxd myi nnnioi naan niDK k$>k 
nann nro n'onB* nana i^'bk 'oan 
.. * 7 ion nK k'xidi iynip aSn ‘pnn as 

s nnioi i!>ib «3 nnK iynip 
.., nyB'a noma' ono my’B'B' 

... na... now on oaaa nona 

1 Berakoty 45 b. * Reading doubtful. 

* Pesahim, 74 b; the editions read wrr"Vio, while MS. Bodleian has 
wrrto-HrvHto of our fragment. 4 =pm 8 Read iVpnw. 

8 Mishnah Hullin , VIII, 3 ; Qemara, ibid., 109 a. T Read vb. 
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xn. 

Fragments 2760—MS. Heb. d. 48, fols. 13,14; and 2826 
—MS. Heb. d. 63, fols. 60, 61 Bodleian; Syr. Rabb.; 4to, 
vellum. These two fragments not only are written in the 
same characters, but they actually belong together, so that 
2826, foL 61 is the continuation of 2760, fol. 14, and 
2760, fob 13 is the continuation of 2826, fol. 60. Whether 
the first quire of two leaves precedes the latter, or vice versa, 
cannot be determined. The arrangement I have made is 
based upon the fact that the first-mentioned set deals 
almost wholly with the treatise of Gittin , and the other 
set with Baba Mezia. I shall hereafter refer to the set 
dealing with Gittin as Fragment A, and that dealing with 
Baba Mezia as Fragment B. 

These two fragments contain thirty-one Responsa, all, 
with the exception of four, being new material. Neither 
the author of the collection nor its date can be fixed; 
indeed, it is doubtful whether all the Responsa have one 
and the same author. The collection may be a later 
grouping of Responsa from different authors. Judging 
from language as well as subject-matter, Fragment A and 
Fragment B form each a unit, whatever their relation to 
each other may be. A possible exception may have to be 
made for Responsa 9 and 10, which do not seem to belong 
to Fragment A, and which, indeed, are found elsewhere, 
as will be shown presently. 

Fragment A contains the following ten Responsa: 

1. Of the first Responsum only the end has been preserved, 
but even in its fragmentary state it is of some importance 
for the textual criticism of Gittin , 77 b. This passage in 
our text of the Talmud gives an anonymous discussion 
on a decision rendered by R. Joseph. In the Responsum, the 
Gaon ascribes the discussion to Samuel and Rab Jehudah. 
We must conclude that R. Joseph cannot be the well-known 
authority of that name, who lived two generations after 
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Samuel, but must be identified with 'DK 1 , the older colleague 
of Samuel, whose full name was Joseph. 

2. The second Responsum also deals with Oittin (79 a). 
Besides explaining the text, the Gaon expresses his opinion 
as to the authoritativeness of the statement by Baba with 
regard to nvwn. 

3. Here we have the very important decision, that an 
error in writing out a bill of divorce may be corrected 
between the lines without invalidating the instrument. 
Though this Geonic decision was found in the Responsa 
Collection, Mantua, No. 97, none of the codifiers from 
Maimonides to the present time refer to it, though the 
view expressed in it is opposed by them all. According 
to them, a bill of divorce is rendered void by a correction 
of its text. It is characteristic of the Geonic times that 
the Yerushalmi and the Tosefta are ignored—the very 
authorities used by the codifiers*. 

4. The Gaon holds that a Gentile cannot be made a 
messenger to carry a bill of divorce. He makes no reference 
to the decision on the same subject rendered by R. Hananiah*, 
who, as a rule, was freely cited by the Geonim. The 
inference that our decision anticipated R. Hananiah’s is 
not unwarranted. It should be mentioned that the text, 
especially in lines 23-24, is corrupt. 

5,6. These two Responsa contain explanations and 
decisions on matter contained in Oittin , 80. The interesting 
point is, that the Gaon maintains, that decisions are to be 
made with Samuel as against R. Ada bar Ahba, while the 
codifiers, including even so early an authority as Alfasi, 
decide with the latter against Samuel. 

7. The Gaon states it as his opinion that the form of 
mp DJ had become obsolete 4 , as it had originally been 
instituted for the places settled entirely by priests. 

1 On the relation of *dn to Samuel, comp. Harkavy, Responsen, «74. 

* Comp. Tostfta Oittin , IX, 8; ed. Zuckermandel, p. 334; Yer. Oi((in 9 
VIII, 50 c. * Comp. Muller, Mafteah , 7a; and Harkavy, Responstn , 31a. 

4 Alfasi, as well as the other codifiers, gives very brief treatment to 
mp td; ; they, too, considered it an obsolete form. 
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8. This Responsum is the first in the Collection not 
dealing with divorce matters. Possibly it belongs to 
another Collection. According to it, a guardian of orphans 
appointed by their father before his death cannot transfer 
his charge to another without further formalities. He 
must appear in court and explain his situation, leaving it 
to the discretion of the tribunal to select a substitute. 

9, io. These two Responsa in the same relative order 
are found also in the Responsa Collection, Mantua, Nos. 88 
and 89. The first of them demonstrates how meat may 
be used without nrvta 1 . The second of them deals with 
the calling up to the. reading of the Law. It decides, that 
in case not enough men are present at a public service who 
can themselves read the assigned portion, the same limited 
number of adepts may be called up a second and even 
a third time. It is noteworthy that in the Mantua Collection 
this Responsum is given in Hebrew, while our MS. has it in 
Aramaic. There can be no doubt that the latter is the 
original form. A similar decision, also in Aramaic, given 
on the authority of R. Natronai, is to be found in Seder Rob 
Amram , 29 a. 

Fragment B begins with Responsum n. 

11. Of this Responsum only the last sentence has been 
preserved. It deals with the subject mb Pmo Dix px 
(Shebuot , 44 a). 

11 a. This Responsum also treats of a subject in Shebuot 
(38 b), the difference of opinion between Rab and Samuel 
as to the amount of a claim justifying an oath. 

12. Here we have a very important decision with regard 
to the Halakab, that no man may be fined on his own 
confession. According to the Gaon, this law cannot be 
applied in the case of p'pBD *6 ODD 'X. This, however, is 
not the view of the great codifiers, as can be seen from 
Tur , Hoshen Mishpat , I, 3 a, ed. Konigsberg. 

1 In later Geonic times this lenient practice was not permitted. Comp, 
also Alfasi, Hullin , VIII, ed. Wilna, p. 28, and Muller, Mafleah, 279, and 
Baal ha-Ittur f ed. Lemberg, II, 2, below. 
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13. The Gaon decides: Iran rop vranfr row© .Tajon {Baba 
Mezia , 8 a). He adds that the questions raised by Raba 
do not imply that he rejected the principle; they merely 
indicate his abstract, theoretic interest in the matter, not 
any practically valid objections. 

14,15 are brief explanations of Baba Mefia , 10 a and 12 b. 

16. The Gaon explains the expression in Baba Mezia 9 
16 a. A Geonic explanation of the same expression was 
known to Rashi. The latter takes it to mean the inner 
chamber of the Academy, while our fragment takes it to 
mean the innermost recess of the heart. 

17. This Responsum is found also in p. 90, No. 28. 
It contains a description of the different kinds of documents 
enumerated in Baba Mezia , 16 b. 

18. A short explanation of Baba Mezia , 11 a. 

19. In explaining the Talmud passage, Baba Mezia , 9 b, 
the Gaon speaks of three different classes of society: 
first, the aristocratic class, consisting of the Nasi, the 
Gaon, and the Ab-Bet-Din; second, the middle class, scholars 
and merchants; and the third class, slaves, watchmen, 
and habitual tipplers. The expression Nasi is rather 
startling; the expected word is Resh Galuta. The sup¬ 
position at once suggests itself that Gaon and Ab-Bet- 
Din likewise do not refer to the Babylonian institutions, 
but to similar officials in Palestine or Egypt. But this 
hypothesis is disposed of by the fact that the words for 
“ watchman” and “ tippler ” are Persian, and no Babylonian 
or Egyptian would have resorted to this language. We are 
therefore forced to the inference that Nasi stands for 
Resh Galuta, as it sometimes does in both Talmudim l . 

20. The Gaon gives a definition of nfcon naia, and in 
explaining it he cites a Persian-Arabic saying, the meaning 
of which I confess myself unable to determine. 

21. This Responsum is interesting on account of its 
explanation of the word tna'H, which occurs in Baba Me$ia 9 
21 b, and, according to the Gaon, means “ edge of a field.” 

1 Comp, also Seder R. Amram y p 51 b : . . . D' 3 W» C'N'tE, and 4. 
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The Gaon evidently connects the word with the root l , 
meaning “ to frame’*,“ to hedge about/ 1 However, he seems 
not to be right, as fcnrn occurs in the Targumim in the 
meaning of “staff/* a meaning that suits the passage in 
Baba Mezicu 

22. This Responsum likewise is interesting from a philo¬ 
logical point of view. The Gaon explains tnaon (Baba 
Mezia , 20 b) to mean “ blockhead/* like the Arabic nKYOT (?). 
I cannot conjecture the etymological basis for this 
explanation. 

23-25. These three Responsa are brief explanations of 
Baba Mezla , 25 a, Pesahim, 47 b, and Baba Mezia , 6 b, 
below. They contain nothing new 2 . 

26. This Responsum treats of the Halakah, pDD 3 phn pK 
mn (Baba Kama , 46 a), and offers several interesting 
variae lectionis. 

27. This Responsum is allied with the last. It discusses 
a point in Baba Bair a , 92 b, where the Halakah just men¬ 
tioned, p^fl r«, is fully treated. 

28-31. The last four Responsa offer explanations of 
Baba Batra , 93 a, 93 b, 95 b, 97 a. Responsum 29 is par¬ 
ticularly interesting. The Gaon had a reading different 
from our text, and his reading is not without Halakic 
importance. 


(Leaf 1, recto.) 

to :u Kin no to:? 'no 1? twpni 31 ne»yo psn 'oto i 
'DtO 'NO .Yri> HB'3 'BNC'I 1U KD'3 '03 DIW ’VW'3-6 Nt3'3 p*lH 
ptno t6 3npi ni> anpi N'n D'3-in mm onn Dnn^> ton 
'03, 'tt ton nim nvn onn ‘min' z~b ^toee> '5 >dn pn Dim mo 

1 Did the Gaon think of nti:, 4 ‘bank of a river”? 

* For Responsum 25, comp. 111. * ( 7 t'/*w f 77 b. 

4 The words rm rv a"6 Vrcro 'to* are not in our text of the 
Taljnud. 
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ire k!>k 'b j’K mu wnj ’warn m’V kddi iy.... Dipo 'n'iwa 5 
w paa ’n^Keni :oipo i>ao mu pa 'aib 6n pan 'aipi mim naa 11 
'Kpi KJ'tn pan ’dki 'an roai^yn by many 4 nnnn nvno 
’in aan iiik 5 > pant? jva ni? ipm aan eiKia moiy nn'n ’’atm 
kw pa ni> ipm nooitt kmi n$>yoi>D win neman ir 
rbyabn Kin p'rpoi nemao it 'in cj-itra ik pnc'a an 'no 10 
niyno rw paa l 1 ® 'dk nun’ 'i 'dk mam k!> xn noo^o K*m 
ni> pnt ’ai niai^yn by nsiiy ton xann navi niainnnn 
nwno k’bdi wuid torn by n’W’riK nooi* n^yoina 
'DNpi po’aa ‘niT'oe’ vnbv k 3 ki 'em xm 'ar^yn by 'nnn 
KD’ai : km na^n pta’a payi> bin nxon pay^i nae> pay 5 > in 
iua ik pita w paa m * p’lin’n’ia ibid rro ’jwdi 16 
*piy xH idki i'bbi Kiii> kit p ’i>n ukdi 
DB» n nK pS>in 7 nai>n 'lowpi nun ibdd oa 

kd’j ’irwh pana kdi 5 >’db*d kS iv 
*333 1 D'oi> *yxai P’3 nKDIK T3 ao 

*dk *vo K^n onnn’a 'aaa ana’a 
'3'inx 9 'e* ’intr xa’xi 'ki 5>idd 
•jfcn m nomn by umm 
pn up 9, t5* tSi na’na ’inp 
nx xuni> p*eo *i>an Kuna a$ 
|Dpi non? B'lno pn can 
'Kpi naiam koidiU 
1k!>1 DIK’D ’13131 .* 6y 
'i 'Dtnm Kin 10 mm ia 
pm’ 'i 'dk u K 3K ia n«n 30 


1 as in N^Vnr, Baba Kama , 3a b * mVto ; our texts read 

ntow. 

* Gitlin, 77 a. * Ibid., 79a. 4 =mnrmnn. 

* Head nvno ; the copyist forgot himself, and after having written 
vrtro again wrote mTD®, which is to be read XD = vrtm and nvro. 

• About the spelling with three yods, comp. Besponsen der Geonim , ed. 

ITarkavy, 13, 255, 436. 7 Menahot, 30 b. 

• • Mishnah Gi(iin, II, 5 ; Qemara , ibid., 23 a. 

10 Editions; rrvnn; R. Hananel: nrro. ** Editions: *c# an. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

nnina t3’xe> 'zb n*>ya to new 03 !>ap!> n>bv nro nayn 1 px 
i> x’e>pi b nnat nnay nnm ox n»w 'b i>y t)xi penn'pt po’3 
new oj i>api> rvbe> ne>y3 nayn pxi> b nnar may nn'n ox pjyb mi 
ox mxnna p't? Nairn nxnna pi>yo xaio ni>ya to 
'DKpi xm pixnn nriD'e' may xn nenn'B pan ii> nnat may nn’n 5 
xnwna xni ni> nxnn xnai> nin'ni> n'p’Bxi> b xrro xpn ni>n pnN 
r6’n nW n’n'h pia xm may ixi> nnsp xn w ’an 'expt xm ’an 
5>ax djti’d dw rmo'D nixe' tb n*> nayno x5> }xnyi nyoa 
nttni xn’aa n’nwn ‘bb wi b nnat nnay nmn on 
nnat may nn’n dn nw ’b i>y «|x pnv 'n 'oxpi 5 .T33N3 xaxa 10 
i!”bn nonaa Na’Nn nin *xn^ nvw 03 rvi* byvzb fri> N’at i5» 
nryon xoai nJ>ya to new 03 $>ap!> n^e> new nayn px pan 
*nptna ’ann noyo u*n 'on nm 'oxpn nsw ny n*opi> xnnj na 
n’naw jo nnx n!> n3p’ne> noa newt ion it naiy 4 nayn 
oxnxpi nnnwa pnnv next? nvny b ‘pntm 'ano xm v 
nno xiw xvnn ni? nnaena xb b n’’B 91 ntot nro xvn nua 16 
n’oi nnx ni> n*xi xoM> Na’D3’Kn pixnn n’nnx paa 
n’nnxn nnx^> naDai pixn S>txi xo^yo ra x’nn 
n’3’o ni> }3’pB3 n’ai^’x nnnx nane'w «po^ 

ota xaxn xa*x mot nro xxn wo so 

pan txi> : nin^a pwno x^’x n$> p’pao 
b x’e'pn pa’n ’a n«bi 'ano xnn n’aao 
ncx3» nvny $>a x’arn n^n xm 
w vw’3 ’xoi ninnio jn’nnx 
•'ano ^ai 1 ^’xo mnon nvny *5 

ptxn inxn no’oi> ntrsw na 
’3xnpt n’nnxn nnxt> naoat 
na p"in xp xn ntoi nro xxn 
nnien nvny re> ina’ 'xmna 

nnox nniDx nnx vr liwo 3 ® 

nvny e»e> axx’ ny 'at 

1 Git (in, 23 b. 2 Read rrr3X2. * Read 'cp Km. 

* Read "QDp. 5 Mishnah Git (in, VIII, 6; Gemara, ibid., 80 a. 

• Mishnah Ycbamot, I, 3 ; Gemara , ibid., 13 a. 

7 Yebamot , 3 b, where our texts have : errrms ^'rrc ...?]» nyvo kht tor. 

H 2 
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(Leaf s, recto.) 

nnnio jrvnnv pnN^ niD3'i> -ib’bn 'ni ^'nw i^nd ninon 
Ton' jwi> nw jua ni> nnae’D pan n$> *n : ntm abs mat ptn 
nvnj ) w iai>o pwb ind’ji iWcn nnvn iai>o moy w pSnb 
p'3 pie^> i3'D3'Nn ji.-6o nils |i>n od'^n inxoii ioa'n'3i lS'xn 
jn'S/3 1 ... jd pi vh ind' 33 nnx j!>n ism od’^n inxd 3 moan s 
H3D3T pINI 1'«? N $>1 N'H p3iTl ]b ' 3 D 1 : [H3 iS’Nn D’3Tin Sol JODD'Cl 

: inddi i/'xn nmn ia!>n by 5 pooNpi *ip'y So onnjn n-raS> 
kjwdh 3i 'jo Niuon am onavn ’ion 'o'n ttb m p« indd 
’ 3Nnp pao 'nam non *nS> nS> nD3’S> nSnos nnsw D3’ mow 
pnoNi : tt'byo N3trS> indd Dnpn "no i3*rS> pm nio id’3 io 
3nS> n'b JTDD '0'3 13 'tS> pin NIO 1ND’3 nDNT N3'N NJ'iriN NOSES’ 
Npn indd n 5> nD3'S> miDN nruntp 03’ mow 'ond NJiion 
Njuon 3*n nnco D'n nrmb nS>ya iW nwcra NsSman 
n'S> N3nyo3 noNn 4 nemNn ninoj jd Nip*jn on roS>n inS> 
nouai 03’ nnoit? ’jNDpn n^ni js'trpci wwcn ana Nnaim 15 
piS> '3'n3 pdbid penop pN 'dnt N’n N3’py '*1 Don p’pnsoi 
0)xS> fUDDI PINT i>TN0 N’B'pH ’NO S>3N :Oly3 nS> ’1W31 
'dnt N’n N3’py '*» 'mo no np’y bo 033 13 ’T’N nS> no onnNn 
N’559 ni’3lS”N 1NXD3 N’rpn 310 pii> ’3’nD ODD E* 
N'B*P niDI^'N 1NVD3 H3 P’IDN p3'n 'DN ‘N . . . N p’TDN v6l3 20 

n'vo nSh ’3'n N-im Nin ioa pnS>ia in m nSo n'3D nS> N’cp nS> 
^lai oidio D'B»3 nntpy t?cn 5 J3TH pan pnoNn iS> 'yoi nn’i> nb 

JN1 ni'3li>’’N 1NXD'3B> IN 1003713 IN 7 D'NDJ IN 171D DN }^31 '3NTIp1 
ni'3i^N inxd’ 30' ran dni inicn DNi iodpo noii> ^13' nnN 
nmv ns^o mo3' rw D3ian 8 '3 ion ’3 ’in’n ’D3 Nn mndt in 15 
N3’N ’D N’i?p1 7ITD1 mo NXH n’3li»’N IT nNVD31 iriN^ no’31 

1 Read ’T. * Gi((in, 8ob, and parallel passages. 

■ From the second Mb till '3Mnp are the explanatory words of the Gaon. 

4 Sot ah, 18 b ; the reference rrcmm Minna given in the text is incorrect, 
S9 the passage in question is not found in the fourth chapter of Sotah, 
rro.TH pnc, but in the second chapter, wao mn. 

* Read 'om Mb tm. 6 Mishnah Yebamot , I, i; Gemara , ibid., a a. 

' Read um*o. • Mishnah Gif (in, VIII, 7 ; Gsmara, ibid., 80 a. 
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•aro JPW& 'TITO HDD IT 'CRT R3'py '1 ’TOD pR nD3'D IfDD Vi 
wna oJ? nnbRen 'iai nri? nr nnai ne»Ri> itbi tTRi> D3 ilid 
'or? RonD rcp Rjn nnbo r’i.to pan ir iry'b 'ia nab ir rdrp 
*w6 dr 01 nr nn nxvo mb$> dr Rnbai> ntna iryb 'i n’^> rtir 30 


(Leaf a, verso.) 

ktd'd^ nipaen *na.iR ia mR an bios? mi> rtiri 03 u'r .irt pr 
'Tm inb^> tot 'Tn iryb 'n Rionaa iiri Rpi 'iD3i> rdp R3m 
mR am ’biocra iryb 'ia p3iDi Rn^'c Rino pan pr inR^> tort 
Ppri bab uo'n b r!> on biot{6 Rnavn 'ainiRi> ii'ya 'dr ia 
irpoi may 'dri nanR ia mR ab 'oba ot bab imar iir^> 5 
teb Rn mbi> Rn nr paem? pr b 'dri 'otb r$>r 'j» ba Raw wn 
i>KttlCn R3'b p'piDDI blDB& 'jno Rn R’K’P OB' ’RD ba R3R.1 pR IDO 
ia mR am bioen anWR r,i mnbja boot? nb Dpi otb n«Rin mar 
tny i'b po'bo 'rdi i'b po'bo bn rnp * 03 — !>rideo nab nanR vn 
jray r^i mn'^ nenpo D3i n'n'i> rnp 03 nnsmi Tip tb'OR *:nRpi 10 
m*u nip eai "tayta >rd 4, drpi nip dj 5> pan mpbi ntryo pna 
tmn rJh in jtrdi iDinn nab 'bRi 'o'n'r piRm psom Dabs nitro 
'a mpD pi pan n'a nn n^bi ban mmn'b rd'pd rp r{>i 
tn aina «b RnB»ni jn*e»3 'trom 'lap mm Rin '3nai ritir ‘'drpi 
' btcni :pai prtb la’pm Rin onai ritir Rinnb dibd ieipd vm 
r5> ir Ra'inR 'hdbr Rin «13 d^ b' nn lb .1301133 rdiiodr 16 
mbii> R3n'oi 'oyo 'Ro n'B’b 'hobr ’13d$> bs' Rb mo na 
vb\ moo r*>i nnapn vim mnR Rinb noo'n Rh mao'm Rin 
mnoD b mbiS* noon jno a'att> Roba p’icRi :i'b ncD 
'i3'o^ b'y *0 'hdbr Rb nu 1'ay iai bi Rin mraai Raiooi 20 
* 3*1 'ab 'n’i* inapn no r$>r ^la' r^ pa^n mb Rb rsidd b 'odr 
pbDoi noyi> ba' '3 'ri nn 'b pit3 R3 ri Ran 'a nap Rob 


1 MisknaM Gitfin, VIII, 8; Gemara, ibid. 

* Gif fin, 8ob. 

* Read • . • Snoflm “and as to the difference of opinion between 
Saranel and R. Ada bar Ahba . .. ” 

* Mishnah Gif fin, VIII, io ; Gemara, ibid., 81 b. 4 Baba Batra , i6ob. 
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nf£*d xa'5n kmiii Km rna p 'hobk xm 'a popiin xa'n 'aa ix 
u?a ma'nn x'ao '!>v ii>aixb ik'dx jk dx 'x-u^a n 5 >o'oi> 
na’nn ^oiai moy nby't? ny nmpn nx rrmoi vasi* imam is 
nmx ro'nn '^eioi mm nicy nbw ny mnnoi mm nnx 
pxn 'oyin D'eoi> nDiob mox nr -om ns?a nkw ny 
na xnaini : no'^n niahn bv moyi> pina' pxp x 
'wn n'Ben 3 'n^noi pn xns'Da xipnab 't tub) 
boTobo tpny *boi 30 


(Leaf 3, recto.) 

* .mant^xV pi>a' xi> nyiaan nyiat? xSa ?bp& xh p'a raa$> xi 

>m nayom pnanao ypsi dsti'c pW x 5 > 4 vaab nyiat? cmio xi* 
mm3 pmano T xpn xn^oia nbw xax 'n mb xnx 'bxioen an a'ban ‘spa 
'abn anb 'yi'Db rpn 'n 'axn 'p'ncxpn 'd xb ix 8 bxiDen mnxia «xnpi am 
'ano ba pab nox ixb 'n 'box '“'noxpn pa'x xpn n«n 'nn 'rnanon 'ye 'xd ana 5 
xbi x*n vrwwo nana xnavn iamn xb rny^ix'm m*n 'n 'ana xnon'x xbn 
njnac' ia'no Dap lamo pxe> vs no “'oxpn xm :mmb xenno 'a xnomx xu 
j yae* nayo nvpo nmo nyiae> ia'no x'enp na n'bi x’n pan *xm 
pa 'ym ptai yn m xmobt? 'pa nneoben D 3 ixbe> 'a naybc 'b paa Dap lamp pxi 
jana nenna 13 pnana xnn iovy 'D by nnx nbena px pnbia pbn naybt? pyi 10 
ib nox yenm 'nb ixvo nbna nnot? not? mm nay '30 py nx no'Dt? 5 ca 
13 naae> ib 'ox “ noa ib nox nn'nb wr nay 'aot? yni' nnx 'x 13 ytrm 
obvo px oap ba xobx min naas? Diba -pnana px ib 'ox u’y nx wa'D 
19 o^iyo 'n^an x^'oxn noyo moxi 'oxn xh x’tanp mmx nax ioxy 'b bv 
i»an 'x 'oxp 'an nxm bv jx'trp 'xo nxm bv jx'^p novy 'b bv Dap 15 

I Read Vow or Vtdo , i. 

* — D'S^’rDO’i C'i'i©; comp. Seder R. Amram , 39 a, and Responsa Collection f 
Mantua, 99. 

* Read D"W pm. 4 Shebuot , 48a. 

* Mishnah Shebuot, VI, 1; Gemara , 38 b. 8 Shebuot t 39 b. 

T «oon Hpi. 8 Read Mb w bMraca HDbn. 9 Shebuot , 70 a. 

10 HuUin , 141 a, below, where our texts read: h:*om nMb mi S rrb nw 
^ mnD •ornn M'n M'n Mnrawo mtcm S m rrTr 'ni ’2 kvd nbi Mn':rra ba ob 

MtDTTO. 

II Baba Me?ia f 3 b. n Baba Kama, 75 a. 18 Not in our texts. 

14 Our texts have rrab. 18 Comp, Mishnah Shebuot , VII, 3. 
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in vrj levy 'd by d^pd Hits 'a 'a ni>an 6tsxi $>aini> n'i> d'dto 
xnsxn nJ> pSn n*i> nbvo xp D’xpi rri> D'cnn «sn' Starrsn xmjrana 
nx’ve mason xon na 'oxn ‘'exn «ni np'y i>a xn$>ns xni> xn 5 >ns xn xni 
rrpin nrx an 5 > fnx an nna xnx an 'tax 'n 'cxpn xh 'atai n'an nsp n'an 
nsns yet? xta p'ptai hs'p * xtsa p'spei xavins xon na *exnn jo 
‘ itant xaxn xaxn mens xo'n 'ai n'an nsp n'ar6 nx'xe mason 
n'an nsp xi> 3 ita'x ntai> mi> taw xpn 'taa taippi 'oxp xotaa 
nx'xo iTastsn jsnr 'n 'ex ‘nsn na na naxn 'ex 'snexp 4 xsxpDtsi 
‘mi> 'ex x^i 'b nsn 'exn ishispd nexn dxi n’an nsp n'ani> 
insi xta 8 'exp mi> xtpd pn 7 Dn pns an *1x1 : 'b 'at »$ 
'ex nw an 1^ ixtamsp ns '$>sna 'ex pns an imani* 
xan xta xspDea p'noxi 2 xtsa na psHni xtaon 'bna 
ne npp am fens an 'stans xp mnn^ nxnrts masoa 
taia nxnns : n’an nsp xi> naD ne iman nsp naD xiv 
taata ypnpa nss 'x D'ann 'pna ix ota ypnp 4 js'noxpn 30 
xta "'ex 'noxp us'y ntsiy n'an taa pxp jota n'an 


(Leaf 3, verso.) 

10 pm' 'n 'ex nsn na na nan 'ox pai 'dx 'n 'ox pi in imp nxa neiyp.,. 

ntapni noxyb taia nxnns imp nxa n'an i»ya noiy px tax xv 
pias pn p Dim naxta nsy nipy 5 > ’ey nny 5 > ns'y pds pa 11 xa'x 'xe 
n'an taa 'taxp 'am n'myp D'p nsy nny pi n'my'p D'p ns'y 
x^ xtsin mtan ji'an nsy nny pi niyp 'n 'n ns'y pias taiai* 5 
taai> rta naype xta niypn xnxp x'nna n'an byib rta n'aypts 
i>ax itsxyi* taa nx'xn js'iexp is'ni ioxyi> nx'so nape *a n'an 
inx'xe xon mta mb naypen p’a Di'n naxta ns'y n'py ib nex 
naxta nsy nipyb ns'y nnyb nsy pias pa xa'x xaio ixb n'an byab 
nann naipn inaxtan p'Dy mbsno apis naya xaxn 'ox jsni’ 'm : Di'n 10 

1 Baba Mcpa, 8 a. * = rvzi. 3 MOV. 

4 Baba Mefia, 10 a. * Editions and MSS. read K2M *u H"n. 

* This is also the reading of MS. M. 7 Comp, note a, p. 106. 

* Bezahy 39 a. 9 Baba Mezia , 11 a. 

1# Baba Mefia , na. The reading of our fragment agrees with MS. M. f 
comp. Rabbinovicz, Var. Led., ad loo. 11 Baba Mtfia, xa h. 
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nnnx naxboa inbe’b nvn tan px xoiu tit *' nuncon pun 
pan dic'd nx'xo piyb n'b 1 b^c’o xb nun byan n'nyn now 
kp xbn naxbo D'y nxuo nusoa 'ox naxn novyb byia nxuo 
'ox xaa an ttovyb byia nxuo xan 'vo nun byan naxbo xnna 
nnan s nxia xoix 'xapn naxn u\m nix'vo opbb liac’c’ jua 15 
dico nun byan naxbo xnDexp xbi nxuo xnnnb nnac’x nxia 
pan in'3 'xo D’ 3 ab vabi D' 3 ab *nb'xcni iovyb byia nx'xo pan xvi 
xbi xp’Dy xb xnyoc’ 'xn D' 3 ab nans px it 4 naxn 'ox : ncnnu 
jrn'x xa'bn 'xnax 'xnax xa'bn xpoiy xanx xbi rmn tPUJ 
. *noe’ : xa'bn *'.. 3 xa'nxi xpnsy xaio «ax 'box ncnn'D xvn 
.•poibnb D 3 nnoTa 7 nos? xnxobn ‘xnavtxi xnxobn 21 
trby n'xn 'xo a'n' x^i X 3 'n ;o npan xnas xnxannx 
pn xana nu a*nan psa pain : n'Da' 3 x 'annx in'xb puna 
jxnyn naba D'nyn xnoc* lxbi X3'n nu p*ddi xsonpb pa3 
xbi xnn 'ox not 'nn 8 'dx no : n'oi'pb xsn nub pDiab in* xvm 
pi'bai xvi xnb'o xnn nnao na ncnnu pan : ' 3 'ba 26 
not xddd no nxc noi tdx no nxnn by mox 
xnn 'ox not xnn 'ox no inau 'a pbn *nxnn by pj'bas nnoo 
snona mo noi nona mo no uxnn by 3 'ba xbi 
xbv co'x pxi '3xp xin aicn onx 8 pxn ib x'C’p xpn xix 
' 3 xp xb jxo pa dx x' 3 p x\n naitw nc’x 'xi vxp xin 31 


(Leaf 4. recto.) 

njp xb n'ya nip mcu aian nx'vo psyb “pnoxn cma pan 
“'ax ix jixj ix x'eo ix xapDot nap xb 'xox n'ya aian 'c’poi 
"nob nunn lxbn 'yo 'xo n'ya aun xinc'a <3? xin aicn Dnxn 
cns'x ix “pDixa ix "'mans ix xnay pia xvi xb't crnx 'xi irynaa 

1 *= 13 TDD. * This reading agrees with that of MS. Rome II. 

* Baba Mezia , 16 a. 4 Editions and MS. nov n. 

• Read 'yu. 6 Baba Mezia , 16 b. 

1 Read nmo nsc, as given in the Geonic Collection pis nttr, p. 90 a. 
1 Baba Mepa , 11 a. • Ibid., 9 b, top. 

10 Baba Mezia f 9 a-9 b. 11 'aN«p m 2K. 

12 'wa*=-Pers. “wine-bibber/* 13 In Pers. 4 * watchman.’* 
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n'ya nam win naiem ntw 'ri '2Rp n^y n'trDi 5 
'by2 ir 'mD ir 'can 'obn pja D«yxDR d'bor ^or : rorp nynaa 
tana i$>n!> la vn 1 "D'^'Ra Adir p n«yo pnoRn 'a\n ' 3 i D'na 
.•won naio nsRn 'a’.n * r6xBni : n'ya pawn ;nt?a drp r 5 > n'ya xx 
nnran Rnn'R pa cnn'a pan pD'^na udd nwpV poo nj'R 
nor pnaya am n"yoa pnoRi 'a w 'aa ’nr 'p nt? nnaina!> 10 
witna 'r naina ni> nop bya nRo 'R rtdrt ir 8 Rn^y rdri Ani? 
i>ya npt’na 'aina ni> nop Rnn'R R'nn Rn'D 'ri 'aa 'p nt? b'pv 
an pa^na naoo nupi> Rn^o Rnn rd’^r ttb 'noRpi *pm 'a '^tri 
naa ‘niBnoin 'dr pro' 'n 4 Doai> :m 'rd nnnR nyn 'dr rdd xxi 
' yot? 'n man mi? ^a by !>iaj vw 'rdi Rnrn by ibmn OR.n ptnao 15 
nan r^r Rtroo na n’in opi> nnR opb op'!> nna op'i> 'dir vrpb p 

a^iya didr «pa Dnoy an$> naR 'n 'Sdrp ’an “RnRnn oyio xxii 
nRYin 7 nnp pe 6 ai np'y ^a Rnyoen mn'a nyn' rp r^h 13 pt? 

r 5 »r DnD yaoo r^i tpa r!> mao r^h 8 mao Rya'D not? xxih 
’D j^an p R*n |RV.n p : n'aiS>D nrnotai 'a^s ~\bnbw yaoo xxiv 
ir tmn 'j* nayt? pa Dot? 'np ;a ^'r nat? ja nt? nenn'D pan u 
^>Rt?tyi noB» djSdi R 3 r^> ^'R ^ai>t nt? ^ao rx> cnn '3' xxv 
'noRpn nona ntyyo payb 10 ntryo pay!? oRnn pans 'DRn 'a'n 
naa prw 'a irr> r 5 >e> na pp rma )b nt?yi idjid nt?y rid ny nrxa 
now Rnp’Da inpiD 'n't?y rv 'o'n'tYn'nVa'R oat?a pnoi nnR 35 
noia 11 ... t? p'a 'd jniR Rmp Rint? 'a by «|R 'jrt?na 'a won new nr 
HRnn pno «\ni d^d nR noia n’t?y!> nRn Rint? nnR iD'y 
ir am n'nRia 'a^\n jnaa rxdh in'ani> nit? naion 15 ni>RE»ni xxvi 
an “ RoSya £ RD"pn Rnn ^Riot?a 'na^nn Rrrn pan i>RiDt?a 'a^n 
nit? "R'inn n'nRia poan ina'P niyi ona bRiot?a na^n ^Riotm 30 

I Reading very doubtful, and as it stands gives no sense. D':hj Kerb *13 i 

44 he who does not belong to the average classes of men,” would fit in 
very well after ]'DT*o in 1 . 4. * Baba Mezia , 11 b. 

* I am unable to explain this phrase satisfactorily. 

4 The copyist was going to give Responsum XVI here, but reminded 
himself in time that he had written it on the previous page. 

* Baba Mefia , 21 b. • Ibid., 20b. 1 Arabic? 

8 Baba Mezia, 25 a. • Fesahim, 47 b. 10 Baba Mezia , 6 b, below. 

II Read htttc. 12 Baba Ka>na , 46 a; Baba Batra , 92 a* 

13 Bekorot , 49 b* i4 Baba Kama , 47 b, 
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(Leaf 4) verso.) 

in mV nnaa xbt? ny dn yim pxi .irva nnaiy xvoai men nx riaat? 

'din 'am Dodd nan nbib $rani nnsb pra 'vn Dbtro mV nnaatro 
1 jruv 'n 'dn 'aona na bxw 'n 'on 'exp aim : mxnn vby mono mnai 
m'xn w* ombx w D'nan bya 'o 'ae> .mum vby n'ano xmob pao 
mb invo top xn xnrp *xb \na 'a mV xn’3D pn* on 'px an tjxi ombx 5 
mb KmaD bxiDBo mxnn vby nano x'vioab bate pro amb mb p'ddi 
‘ imx 1 * * 4 * * mrxn mb a'*an xip *b xob KnVo xn nyx an mb sppno 'oxpn 
‘ KDDoa 'oyo pbn p iaVn pm aimab xnx *nob nip NbN n'dn 'ib Vtn 
nna i3D an xnn wa Dpi xnDa 7 * * 'pNai xn’nb pn no'ne 6 pan 
p'nox 'a naD bxioen Vtn n'an nna p'nox 'a nao bxioen Vtn man 10 
x'xion njidd payb baN nud'n payb 'b'o 'an *V»x man nna 
did *Kn x'cp bxiot? 'n nanam jnabn pi mNnn vby nano 
'n wanb me naon xm bxiDP xn x'trp 'no poion pa idjdi nnx 
71 naioni jmoxn xp xnaax "Nnaa ibia nnmn baa 10 'ot? xb pm' xrra 
xbn 'oyo 'xo x'.n xnab'n iy»an DiDDiaip ix an xvoai imanb 15 
x’n 'bm xn'xna p in 'ano p xbx nnjr'D in xnavn p'anio 
'anxp'anon aa by *|xi lynr 'on ib |nia pbaxa p'xt? na'a *aijnr “a'nam xxvm 
xop Nan xnon xpma pnoxpn 'nnxa a'n px pip'd jnr iVdn 
pbaxa pxB> 'aiyni xn 'nnxa a«n pxn xin jne«D ynr 'oxp 'an 'oa 
mb a'm lynt 'on mb a'm 'an xaxpDo pan xo'x jnvnnxa a'n to 
nxmn 'din er> 'jxnxp 'o'n 'ai lynr nan ib jma mo pnox xp 
xa dx xain an 'oxm : 14 D'ana nabn D'am n'nn xin mm 'din vn xxix 
nr n,n nanb nna naion ’‘'anoa 'am *a xnvp ibia nx “rfiao nsaab 

1 Jiw S 'oh is not in our text, but it is found in the MSS. of the Talmud, 
comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

• The writer first abbreviated htjd pn to 'on, then changed his mind 

and wrote it out in full. 3 Read V?. 

4 Editions and MSS. read wno or wra instead of mr»n. 

• Editions omit vth, but MSS. have it. • Read pp ncrM. 

7 Read npw or *rpn. • Repeated by mistake. 

• Baba Mejia, 8oa. 10 =utot. 11 'Erubin, 8a a, top. 

xa Baba Batra, 93 b. 18 Ibid., 93a-93b. 14 Berakvl, 9 a. 

13 Editions and MSS.: r»C20 mcj?. 

14 Baba Batia , Mishnah, VI, a; Gcmara, ibid., 93b. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



GEONIC RESPONSE 


I07 

fiviy 'noKpn Dwy i^dki 'ano 'ai nxoS> ] n i&bd '* v$>y hpo 
*h *jtep *' 3 n bp'j 'tr« ir 6 2 np« npw p'a 'dth iro n'b lenDira 35 
an am i*on ^ fcsn rr^y unn >2 hx ':no3 pan mctn hna D\ni> inha 
n*woi> n«Ti pJnyonsp nhyo tn&n 8 rbpb r\i n'bv unic na ran xxx 
ma ivin ttyna men s'Kracnp bv prow ‘nswo Rimpa 
pw p pyw 'n dibid pra 'n 'd«i an 7 'am jko^d ivano k^r xxxi 
Dnop,.nprvi) pan nhai> *]i> ropne!* 'onp jo n^Ren 30 


XIII. 

Fragment Taylor-Schechter, vellum, two leaves, sizQ 
28 x22 cm., small square hand, represents the remainder 
of a collection of Geonic Responsa. The Fragment i$ 
badly damaged; it is especially regrettable that the first 
two lineB of leaf 1, recto, are practically missing, as there is 
reason to suppose that they contained the name of the 
author. Fortunately, the few letters left on the second 
line are sufficient to give us a clue. The letters 'to probably 
are the last of the name Natrona!', and the super¬ 
scription of the Fragment may have read as follows: i^R 
nyvb ir,nap*ontM an no p*un untb nwn. This assumption 
is confirmed by internal evidence, derived from the separate 
Responsa. As will be shown when we come to consider 
them in detail, they contain opinions known, through 
other sources, to have been uttered by Natrona! ben Ilai, 
the Gaon of Sura. 

In its present form the Fragment contains eighteen 
Responsa. Of some of them the contents cannot be satis¬ 
factorily described on account of the damaged condition of 
the Fragment. 

J. The first Responsum deals with the question as to 
whether a benediction is to be said while washing the 

1 Read news 'i. 3 Phonetic orthography for nprci. 

* Editions and MSS. read differently. 4 Baba Baira , 94 a. 

8 -rrepo, Baba Batra , 95 b, 6 Read Nt&ms. 

v Baba Batra, 97 a. 
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hands before the grace after meals on the Passover-night. 
The decision of the Gaon agrees with that given in the 
Seder Rab Amram , 40 a, which holds that a benediction 
would be out of place. The two passages coincide, not 
only as to content, but also as to verbal expressions, and 
one is thereby tempted to conjecture that Rab Amram, in 
his Responsum, excerpted Natronai’s decision in this case 
as in many another. That the custom of pronouncing 
a blessing over the washing of the hands before the grace 
after meals on the Passover-night prevailed in those days, 
we know, and not alone from the negative proof of the Gaon’s 
ad verse decision. It is expressly prescribed in the Uaggadah 
of the Genizah published by Mr. Israel Abrahams in the 
Jewish Quarterly Review (X, p. 42). The perpetuation 
of this custom in the Passover-night meal is a highly 
characteristic phenomenon. It is not the only one for 
which this meal has served as a medium of preservation. 
There can be no doubt that at one time a benediction was 
always said over the washing of the hands before grace 
after meals, no matter what the season or the occasion \ 
The custom fell into desuetude 8 , but it was saved for 
the knowledge of posterity by the Passover-night meal, the 
typical Jewish meal, which gathered up and preserved 
numerous customs at one time or another generally ob¬ 
served. The washing of the hands before eating “ Karpas M 
at the beginning of the Seder can also be explained only 
on the same principle. In ancient times the ablution and 
the blessing always preceded, not only the eating of bread, 
but also the eating of a vegetable with a liquid (nppra 

1 Jfullin, 105 a. The statement of the Baraita, nam O'S'nrrNi O'rron cna, 
admits of no other explanation than that the washing of hands before 
the grace after meals was quite as important as, if not more important 
than, the washing at the beginning of the meal, the remark of the 
Tosa/ot (see s. v. c'ts) to the contrary notwithstanding. Comp, also Tanhwna, 
ed. Buber, Balak , 145. 

* Comp, the authorities quoted by Joseph Caro in his Bet Yosef, Orak 
\Jayyim, 181. 

3 Some rigorists insisted upon the observance of this Halakah, even in 
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Become obsolete in post-Talmudic times, it yet lingers on 
in the Passover-night meal, though even there it is shorn 
of the benediction; the ablution alone remains. 

2. The second is the famous Responsum by Natronai 
Gaon on the “Order of Benedictions,” hitherto known to 
ns only by references to it made by Amram Gaon in his 
Seder (i a et seq.), by Abraham ben Nathan in his Manhig 
(6 b, 7 b), and many others of the older authorities. As 
this Responsum forms the nucleus of the Prayer-Book, it 
will be well worth while to consider it in detail. 

In the Benediction M^K occurs KM mints 1 , in agree-* 
ment with the German and the Byzantine ritual, showing 
that km is not a later addition, as Baer supposes. The 
idea underlying the addition of KM 2 is that the soul, when¬ 
ever it is separated from its body, as it is at night, is pure, 
in spite of its owner’s sins, and every morning returns to 
him pure and clean. Another noteworthy expression is 
M instead of w, occurring twice in this Benediction, 
Are we permitted to assume, on the basis of the Palestinian 
word ^CM, that this Benediction is of Palestinian origin ? 

The order of the short Benedictions in the Morning Prayer 
(irtCM wa) is the same as that given in the Seder Rob 
Amram, with the exception that it omits the blessing 
hne* noiy. This can be taken as additional evidence of 
Natronai’s authorship, as Zedekiah ben Abraham Anaw, 
in his Shiblxde ha-Leket (ed. Buber, 3), states explicitly 
that in the “Order of Benedictions,’* by Natronai Gaon, 
the blessing *lDiy is omitted. 

In the Benediction DMDn two considerable variants 
are offered by our Responsum. It has neither utaaro 
mid Onon at the end of the Benediction proper, no* 
knef* I0y5> DMtD as the closing words of the final sentence. 
That the words ioy^ are a later addition is corrobo- 

poet-Talmudlc times, but without success. Comp. Bet Yostf, Orah Hayyim, 
>58. 

1 Comp. Ratner, on Yer. Berakot , 147. 

* Comp, also Rabbinovicz, Variae Led to Berakot , 60. 
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rated by the fact that they do not appear in the Seder Bab 
Amram, and that Isaac of Corbeil in the p'oo (151, Kopyst 
edition, iaa) has instead of them. 

The Priestly Blessing after minn ronn is not known to 
Natrona! Gaon. From the remarks of the Tosafists 
(Berakot , 11 b, s.v. * 1335 ?), and the Manhig (ed. Berlin, 9 b) of 
Abraham ben Nathan, we learn that to say it after the 
fmnn ron3 was a French custom, and we may assume that 
it was not known to the original Seder Bab Amram either, 
but was put into it as a later addition. In connexion with 
this it may be mentioned that it is equally unknown to 
the Byzantine ritual. 

The selections from the Talmud and the Midrash after 
the early morning Benedictions are the same as those in 
the Seder Bab Amram and in all other rituals, with the 
exception of the Byzantine, which does not contain 
foipo. The reason assigned for the practice of reading 
these selections as a part of the liturgy is practically the 
same as that given in the Seder Bab Amram , and both 
authorities go back to the same Talmudic passage for it, 
though each has a reading of his own of the Talmudic 
passage. 

The Benediction d % 3"13 BHpo does not occur in our 
Respon8um, and that it is of later origin appears from the 
fact that in the Roman ritual it is recited without Dr or 
the very form used in the text of the Manhig (ed. 
Berlin, p. 7 b) 1 and by Maimonides. 

It is very remarkable that this “ Order of Benedictions” 
has no blessing over the Tallit. Are we to assume that at 
the time of the Gaon Natrona! the Tallit was not worn 
generally ? 

The last Benediction in the Evening Prayer as given by 
our Responsum reads: vryo i >3 by TOn H 1333 *jhtDn, which 
differs from all liturgical forms known to us. 

3. The third Responsum is the decision of the Gaon, 

1 Notice that the words 'N:rra: an in the Manhig belong to the sentence 
preceding them, and not to the following one. 
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based on Baha Batra , 91, prohibiting the purchase of 
produce for speculative purposes, to raise prices and 
control the market. 

4. The fourth deals with the subject of usury, giving 
the opinion of the Gaon, that it is forbidden to charge 
a higher price for goods because they happen to be sold 
on credit. He puts this practice in the category of usury. 
The identical Responsum is found in the Geonic Collection 
PTO nytf (p* 40 a), where it is ascribed to 71 . It 

is usually assumed that this "bn is a misprint l f or a false 
reading, for ^n, and it is therefore generally credited to 
Hilai Gaon. But it is not impossible that the reading was 
bn '2 i. e. "bn p 'KJntDJ U 7 i^, which the copyist mis¬ 
understood. He took ':*■£ to be UTib, which he abbreviated 
to and then he omitted the '2 standing for p, which in 
his reading was superfluous. 

5 and 6. These two Responsa deal with questions of 
inm to. The contents of the first of them it is 
impossible to make out, on account of the damaged 
condition of the Fragment. The second considers the 
question of the signs classifying a bird among the 
permitted species. The view of the Gaon is the same 
as that mentioned by Maimonides (nniDK I, 19) 

as the view of the Geonim. Comp, also Responsum 14 of 
our Fragment, and Tur, Yoreh Leah , 82. In the course 
of the discussion the Gaon mentions that the bird *01D, 
occurring in the Talmud, Hullin , 62 b, is a marsh-bird, 
which disposes of its identification with the wren, made 
by Lewysohn, in his Zodogie de» Talmnds (p. 178), and by 
others. 

7. This Responsum is a brief explanation of the Tal¬ 
mudic passage Baba Mejia, 85 b, in which the great 
merits of R. Hayya in connexion with the revival of 
learning in Palestine are dwelt upon. 

8. The eighth Responsum tells the Gaon’s opinion on 

1 Is it likely that the suffix n in this name is the Persian of, as in npCM 
for HpH, and in other names? 
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the subject of corporal punishment in schools, in the 
following words: “ Children naturally can be taught 
only with the help of the ferule. . . . Therefore small 
children, and even big ones, if they are naughty, must 
have it applied to them. It does not matter, when the 
children are healthy, if they are caused considerable pain* 
But if the teacher uses the same method with small and 
delicate children, he is a barbarian, and he should be 
warned not to do it If he persists after two or three 
warnings, he should be dismissed.” 

9-1 2. These four Responsa deal with liturgical questions. 
The first of them contains the decision of the Gaon, that in 
the Musaf Prayer the Biblical verses describing the sacrifices 
of the day are not to be recited. The same decision is 
quoted, on the authority of Natrona!, by Ibn Giat, 
nrop, II, 26 .—The second of this liturgical group gives 
the form of the Benediction as mn in the Shemoneh Esreh. 
It is nearly identical with the form in Lev. R., VII, 2, in 
Pesikta , ed. Buber, XXV, 158, and in the Genizah Frag¬ 
ment published by Professor Schechter, Jewish Quarterly 
Review, X, 657. — Of the third only a few words are 
legible, and they give the form for the D'J'Dn rD 13 , which 
closes with DWi law, as in the Seder Bab Amram and 
in Maimonides. The Byzantine ritual also has DW\ lau?, 
though with the addition DHT snao. 

13-14. Both these Responsa deal with the question of 
the species of permitted birds, but only the second of them 
is in a legible condition. At first sight there seems to be 
a contradiction between the decision here given and that 
in the sixth Responsum, but in reality the contradiction ia 
only apparent. It should be borne in mind that the 
circumstances of the two cases respectively are different* 
In the sixth Responsum we are dealing with the case in 
which pro iTtfjn DID, while in the fourteenth Responsum 
we have the case of p'WD p'K 'jn'D. Comp. Joseph Caro, Bet 
Yosef, Yoreh Peak, 82. 

15. This Responsum, found also in the Seder Rob Amram * 
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19 a, gives the rule that every attendant at the services in 
the synagogue must conform, outwardly at least, with the 
accepted order, standing when the other worshippers 
stand, sitting when they sit. 

16. The Gaon here renders the decision that a scholar 
is bound to interrupt his very studies to join a funeral 
cortige if it does not count the required ten men, no 
matter whose funeral it may be, whether of a child, 
a woman, or an ignoramus. This decision is quoted on the 
authority of Natronai, in Ibn Giat’s nrw nyp, 237. 

17. From this Responsum we learn the interesting fact 
that the custom of using Mazzot for nvvvn 'ivvy is as old 
as the eighth century. The Gaon mentions Rab Phinehas as 
the first to introduce the custom, and it is very probable 
that this Phinehas is identical with Phinehas the brother of 
Mar Samuel, the contemporary of the Gaon Haninab, who 
are mentioned in connexion with the redaction of the 
Midrash Esfah. Comp. Yalkut, I, 736 \ Until now the 
custom could not be traced beyond the thirteenth century. 
Comp. Shibbale ha-Leket , ed. Buber, 71 2 . 

18. This short decision by Natronai* has evoked a 

lengthy refutation from Hai* Gaon, published by Horowitz 
in DWWi ta frmn, 251-6. The matter in dispute between 
Natronai and Hai is whether it is allowed to milk cows on 
a holiday, the former forbidding it, the latter permitting it 
in direct and explicit opposition to Natronai*. A reference 
to this Responsum by Hai is found in the n^nfcO, $ 330, 
where it says: Tir6 vb ta« rrnpn *pni> rata “pta 

frponra nrop pw zrb pru mypn. 

1 Comp, however, BrUll, in his JahrbOeher , II, 82, note 133. 

* Comp, the taw, fol. 74 d (183), of the Karaite Judah Hadassi, who 
opposes this custom of the Rabbinites, and Vidal de Toulouse, on 'Erubm, 
I, 16. 
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1 Read tothm. * Comp. Seder R. Jtmram , 40 a. * Read DTOO. * Berakot , 60 b. 

0 Bead nrm mm. • Comp. Berakot, 33 a. T Read rrr. 
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1 Head toU rune. * Read Ktnc. * Berakot, n b; comp. Rabbinovicz, Variae Led., 

ad loc. 4 Read wm 4 Read pry©* • — 0 ';wd noa. 7 Miahnah Berakotj 

I, 4; Gemara, ibid., n a. 
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1 Read -inroD ?. * Baba Bair a, 91 a. * Read nmr p wto 'n, and comp. Baba Batra, 1 . c. 

4 Read wnspo ntpd*?. * Read -om or itdtti. 4 Read -pa. 7 Read nine. 

s Read wd oh -pVn iiw. • Read f)Vh mw. 10 Comp, puffin, 6a b. 
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<jca aiiau ll, u«x, uu^u a&au ucJ ux umuucix uiuu awau, aq cxU uat, 
xa^i cuu« y c»<aaax <^xi aitx u<x uxx aaaitu aasdiu taiuu uwx^ua <jsuua 
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1 Read wok, HuMn, 6a a. * Read w p*m. * guUtn, 63 b. 4 Read pnj. 

Read “jb rvr nr? in, and comp. Hullin , 64 a. • HuUin, 64 a, where our texts read *on H 3 *wi. 

Read pam n. 
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XIV. 

Fragment Taylor-Schechter Collection, three leaves, 
paper, written in a large hand, square, with a tendency to 
curBive: contains the remainder of a group of Geonic 
Responsa, three of them having been preserved, and these 
not in their entirety. 

1. Of the first Responsum, a single line, the last, appears 
on the fragment. It seems to have dealt with the question 
of the guardianship of the female child of divorced parents, 
whether she remains in the custody of the father or of the 
mother. 

2. The second Responsum, of which the end is missing, 
contains a long discussion of the passage in Baba Batra , 
8oa, on the sale of the young generation of bees in a hive. 
The question is, how is the bee-keeper to distinguish 
between the old and the young, and deliver to the pur¬ 
chaser what he has contracted for. The Gaon replies thus: 
u When the young bees are bom the hive becomes too small 
to harbour them as well as the old ones. The young leave 
the hive and swarm. To prevent them from flying away in 
all directions the keeper attracts them to a certain place by 
sweet melodies on the kettle-drum and on the flute, and 
thence they fly into the new hive prepared for them near 
by.” It is noteworthy that the expression used by the 
Gaon for bee-hive is mwia, probably to be read Kuwarat , 
like the Arabic and the Persian, not Raweret (mis) as 
traditionally pronounced. Kuwarat , to be sure, is an un- 
Hebraic substantive formation, but as it is of Persian origin 
(see Frankel, Aramaische Fremdwortei') this does not 
militate against the Gaon’s orthography. 

3. This Responsum, of which the beginning is lost, con¬ 
tains a lengthy exposition of Shabbat, 34a~35b, the passage 
which considers the determination of the time of nightfall 
(m« 5 Wn p). The Gaon has a contribution to make to the 
subject; he brings out some new points, especially by his 
reference to Tosefta, Zabim , I, end, and its bearing upon 
the Talmudic text. 
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(Leaf 1, recto.) 

•: ton ^sk nan a$> pxi na nvnn 
*mKia nn'a npi!>n 'w new 
D’JBp onian n3pe»'o m 
nnNiaa way erv oniain pa 
onian mNia unaip . pN uni 5 
trim rtWa 'a ttok «i> ... a-fa? 
jno niKian pmn D^nm .. y traop 

lino traopn *n.inna*i 

•am ffJBpn laS d'k ..., 1 mtoan 
i>ya N3'i i»»ru pNnpin jm pin hid 10 
i»'rua in epna jni> tppn niKian 
pxa jm py jn^> a'vn o'yi inp 
pjim phyi pyn win bn panan 
nmN hik'd 5* }niK 5 >dui vby 
5>w3n iniK •: piirn jn5> n^yar 15 
n-iNian i>yai>i niKian nn'D ton 
pyno mnp!> nn« Na* oki Kin Kin 

tnarbv i>'ro pi ‘u.31 iniK 

1 bv i^’K nn D'l>yan mens dn 

P'O * no . . JDP IK TON H3DK3 W3V to 
1 Mishnah Baba Batra , V, 4 ; Getnara, 80 a. 

9 The traditional vocalization is rvvn}. , 

3 Read v'Oipai. 4 Read crncpn rw O’Vnn vrw. 

4 Read wap HHX), it refers to Mishnah Baba Kama, X, a; Gemara, 

ibid., 114 a. 9 Read non 1 ?. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

wow Kin nn nr i>'ru Kir 
rvthv niKia nn'c np&n 
eniD DIDO UOt? 1BW D'^ru 
nnwan 5>yai> t r o ni>'nn 
na n.. yn D’mann nK 1 did .. v $ 
jntr *od ... inK *»'ru my itS' k^b> 

moK *n.i>jn vrSa 'a pema 

‘an 'dk 4 n...... an 'ok pdidd noa 

Kanyoa noKi mr r6oai 5 >rina 
innn j'K n:on "ia w 'nn .tow io 
nn Dn'DB' lino k^k piDO 
w peon n« ntaiKi nnnn 
pp'nno s ppmo "p'Ka uow trn 
'Di' '"i D'liann jo 5 mnn nK 
KOn 7 ni>y pnoKi 5 mna *vno 15 
kihb» odd imna *vno 'Di' '~\ 

'*? 'oik *,.. kjt ny b 'ab Sa’ 
pmn mano limn pmn 
•niKa \nv odd «hnno iman 

1 Read cncro. * Read '3ro. * Read nw tai. 4 Read rmrr, 

6 m is also the reading of MS. Rome, while all the other MSS. and the 
printed text have tarot?. 

• Mishnah Baba Batra , II, io; Gcmara , 18 a, 25 a. 

7 Baba Batra , 25 b. • Read nrwt?. 

* The editions read nuat? "brvrra . .. while the MSS. have nwrc *:do* 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

torn? 1 noinJ> iroa pVeta nie’DB'n 

BKB» D'D' te6 pNI n3BO 

p^'oo nat? any epoa pa ni>u 
pw naeo nw nmni> | inn* 
w'n p^'iddi nap anya inot 5 
p«i nap anya Nine' norni* 
win an 'on piotm 'rep nap 
nxoitD pjyi> yipw am nna 
nipopn pa n'D' w n«n pma 
nipepn pa mx dv jaip^ *peo 10 
wn an pntno «n •: n«taita^ pbd 
ar 'a tin *ip*y .;n'«p 
'np jnai>na ni'tn ffbff ntnp 
apitai aapo ndod nwn 
p hbdi D"n d'd ntoa invi 15 
Kin nn nto nn« dni pnpn 
nvn nnt< ntn dni np i>yaa 

1 Shdbbat, 34 b. * Read jnpto hhoiidV. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

nnto ow dmp w nm? dtw 
nto dki -iidj at nt nn -inoi> 
naityn ton nn nwetwi pa nrw 
rutroa tmBD nt nam D'nco 
ntn qk 'ot' '*i mio 1 ncDirta 5 
pw? 'd St «|x rmtwn pa nn« 

*rn? Mma v jib'di n^ao na na 
ppinn Q’d' 'im> 'iso nvn*i 
nto wet rwt 'd i>jn nnw 
nitroen pa nreo ovn nrw 10 
mob nrwo mcnassn pa nrw w 
Dl'iTD ITWl nVpDB' jnv DK 
nttwob ’«n moi> nnvpci 
Dvn D'nt? mm dik'd jampot 
D'ntn ovn nrw w *inoi> nrwi 15 
mtn nvpDzt pdd •: "inoi> 
w*n -inoi> nnvpoi Dvro 
' 3 P ntn -jjaipt* paw nwtaicai* 

1 Tosefta Zabitrt, end of the first chapter; ed. Zuckermandel, p. 677, 
line 19. 

* Editions read m instead of vrn, while R. Hananel in his commentary 
on SAattat, 34 b, reads 12. 
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(Leaf 3, recto.) 

y:nK Pdd jn nn m&wn pa d'b* 
mx Di' ntn <: pipi> peo ittvoa 
odd nt«aiDi> peo niB'o&'n pa 
kid mi D'nwa naie>n «vn? 

')vb noini> inin p!;'oo nc«K» 5 

'dv 'na na^n pnottpni •: d’d’ 

^ax pp'DK nonn j'ay^ 
pa d'^nbh ny nonn Dona 
-ia 1 'dx 'i 'ox :w 'n roewn 
pa 'iv naxi>D nenyn xi'ai 'i 10 
.: 1 b>dj non nxon a«n me'orn 
rorwn pa mvv paa errs 
*ny ntrjn natrb natr any pa 
nae> 'tend? rav pa mvwn pa 
in^nn ^nn 'xm in^nn ix ti?dj no 15 
rnp'y xr6'o xm nae» yi'jn 
xnaDoa pm "tom 8 xn»i> 
ntry cmean dm nae> 8 nmna 

1 The editions and MSS. read w, the current reading is that of Judah 
Albargeloni in trnyn *»CD, p. 33* w ^o has paw ia 'ey. 

* Head nna*D. 9 Mishnah Keritot, IV, 4; Qemara , ibid., 19 a. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

yvr pto roe'wrrr pa nattta 
3"no ■ny , Vt< 'n nro |no rn’to 
'Di' '"i 'ott •'did jienrv '~>i ri«an 
mcwn pa natAo nenyn 5 >y ipi>ru 
naK^D nvpo 'cik 'Jt? moo torn? 5 
pnow "inci* nroptai cvn neny 
nnajn 'dik w w 'n 'dn tom 1 nbv 
«m .:’nn xh nmm dv nyao nn*n 
nirarn pa neny ptt 5 niton wiytat? 
ttin ;ntt irytoat?!? tom wi> 'pt< 10 
to'tntt pan tnvrtw Q'P 
Kltt? lp'ht* V*1 ten MW 
tonn Mova .: 4 motW 5 wt? na 
p^jnnn 'a to't< unwaa 

tnaia •: nwwn pa jn'j'pi» p«a 15 
D'anyn 'a 'ante •: rrwn tom 

‘win '« •; na'Kn ny jrra'p^ pat? 
ptnipi i>aaa nan nttot? pr wm 

. . . t?K 


1 Ktritot, 19 b. 

* The editions have an essentially different text. mwa* 

4 Perhaps the same as nrcnn, i. ©• na© n edtti* 

5 The later editions of the Talmud read '3KTH, while the old edition* as 
well as the MS. have 'rw; comp. Rabbinovicz, Variae Led., ad loc. 
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XV. 

Fragment Taylor-Schechter Collection, two leaves, paper, 
square hand, with a slight tendency to cursive. The frag¬ 
ment consists of a quire, of which one or two leaves are 
missing. It is the remainder of a collection of Geonic 
Responsa, the two preserved having been the eleventh and 
twelfth in the collection. 

1. The first Responsum of the two preserved, of which 
the beginning and the middle are missing, is a somewhat 
lengthy commentary on Kidduthin , 54 b-56 a, dealing with 
w nryo. This Responsum is of great importance in the 
text criticism of the Talmud. Besides offering a number 
of variants to our printed editions, to which attention is 
directed in the footnotes, it contains a long passage, on 
folio 54 b, entirely missing in our text. The discussion in 
the Talmud ( Kiddushin , 54 b) assumes that, granted the 
principle Binn poo we must apply it not only to c/'o 
at Jerusalem, but also to outside of the Holy City. 
But this assumption flatly contradicts the plain statement 
of the Talmud, in Sanhedrin , 112 b (comp, also Yer. Peak, 
VH, 20 c), that, in the opinion of all authorities, outside 
of Jerusalem is maj pen. The difficulty did not escape the 
attention of the Tosafists (comp. Kiddushin , 53 b, s.v. Wtt), 
who tried to explain it away. Now, however, it seems 
that this point was actually discussed in the Talmud, in a 
passage which the Gaon knew, but which escaped from the 
text that has come down to us (1 recto, lines 1-3). Un¬ 
fortunately, the beginning of the Responsum is missing, so 
that we are left in ignorance as to the conclusion reached 
by the Talmud. 

2. The second Responsum deals with the text of the 
Mishnah and the Gemara of Sotah, 27 b and 29a-b. The 
Talmudic passage in question presents no difficulties, but 
as the Talmudists of the time of the Gaon were not well 
informed on details of nnno, they turned to him with their 
questions, and he entered into them with some degree of 
particularity. 
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(Leaf x, recto.) 

toon 3*1 'dk na«n 1 'com i'ho 'i *iai n^nn jo 

PDD 13D 1'KD 'll D^tfll'3 OB' HPyD3 npl^TO 

'id: . 5 ton Q'byi poo *"od pan ton no: 
v^y t|'Dio i5>b> *yai ye: .msn yav ttn 
do n:noa b tnot? pai torn? pa •vn'e'nsn $ 
*an itryoo trip trip ep^n p'a tkd 'i nod *n 
nun' 'i n<i> n^k n:noa n'^ a*m 'vo 
n'^no rpann p'p'DV 'ttoa tom i'nd 'i 
HDD 'out w 'i pm *dv 'ia ttini udd toneo 
n:i«? ton tm*B3 ir em'D ‘ns tont? obd hdk io 
yo: 'em i*nd 'ia nvoy ni> tr *a ‘ton ina 
a'n* din *xo tti»i ton roa: poo itryn *yai 
n*5> a*ntti 'ib udd vro vb'K n:noa n*i> 
yi>Da itryo mom ntro yoe> ttn 'id: ronoa 
*i$> |nw 7 doeo idvb' iy inna!> p*bdh kS is 
*:d )bv ot? ietid: i&oa lane’Di jtaa 
poo IB'yD I'ttD '1 'DN1 P'3 1'ttD 'l HDD *tt 


1 Read pow 'oam or p’Tna 'oarn; comp. Sanhedrin, nab. 

• Kiddushin, 54 b, comp, the introductory note. * Read vwon. 

4 In Kiddushin , 54 b the Mishnah reads Vroo p, while in Ma*aser Sheni, 
V, 5 the text is the same as in our MS. 

1 The editions of the Talmud read \rmp noa urn mb am w ia '01 ho^h 
' aaa ttcd "ram ... mao hiito a ami pa |:*pDy... icroo «mp. 

• Read 'iai rrnia mcta Min n srrvc, and comp. 1 . 6 of the next page (131). 

T The editions read DT>©a. 

• V? is missing in the text of the Talmud, 1 . c., but is found in the text 
of the Mishnah, Maaser Sheni, IV, 6. 
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(Leaf 1, verso.) 

jnai K3*ya «n wroa mi> 'ap 'vo *a'n Kin maa 
tom K'n min' 'n tbvb to'^i b npi *pan 
Kpn kowid 'ki 'o«nD 'in Kam kowid nn 
'ok k^'k 'OKno nn b not KOKno nn b no Kin 
i«Kin ntryoa n*KD 'na naSn pny na pm an 5 
'a ntna ncnn'B 1 mnwa Knmnaa D'nDi 
'~b i5>'dk }pi>KDn inn nsoma maiewnn D'non 
nanno j?^D3 ntryo woo ienan K.n $>3 k tko 
" 'D 5>y *|K na'poa napa ntryon 'a na nna 
nnnay rb inn nKxoa k$> D'on npi$> jna k^ 10 
'a Kin maa poo ne>yo 'DKn n'Ko 'nn k3'^k 
ntTKai D'on jn'tp ny nawa napa pk maan 
nninni ’spaa maa nien lanaenaa enieo 
KanoK tanain' i^'dki b Dpi span jnai mDK 
onain' 5 >kidp 'ok n'K na 'K^'na an 'ok jna 15 
'nm • KDDaa k^'k OP'D k^i enpna jn 'nn 
13 ^kb* p ^>yi noyca mim '->a lanatroa D'no 

1 Kiddu&hin, 54 b; the editions read V?.. . &C2 WH 'on HQ'b'M 

'oi wm rmrr 'i oVirt rmrr 'i ihS h*jh w:^m tdh. 

9 Kiddu&hin , I, 6; Qemara , ibid., a8 b ; the editions read rro^n. 

• Oitiin, 53 a, where the editions read w:n f instead of but Alfasi 
has the same reading as our MS. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

jdu niyo p'Dip onn xud'x X2'xn X2*n 
Ur" i'd nm D'tssn idjp mixi jn -oion 5>vx 
"inx 2 t 2 'n 1X2 xpD'D nyiDcn nx 
: Dntrp '2 xtu xdi'jh nx U 2 n 2 e> 
m DV2 n pm xni y 

win 5>x nno 5>id' ik’x enn '5>a 5)21 X2'py 'n 6 
ntriD'5> ’xdd no5> i5> pxn mxoi p'B’poi *'121 
'dix i3‘x x 2 'py '*n xrxm nim ip's xno 
122 bv 2D'5> tnnx xdd!) xdd' xi>'x xdd 
'd venn' '*» 'ex 'tr'i’en nx xddd xw 'it? io 
'dix nnw 'X 2 i p pnv pi "p^yo "toy n5>i’ 
jd 4 i 5> pxt? 3 'jb» 122 mD5> mx in *rny 
nunn jd i5> jw "inxo wi jrBtpx mwn 
2 -i 'ex mvr 2 -i 'cx pmnxi xdd xin nob 
Di' 5>i2dd i5> b* iDini bp jno i5> px minn p 15 
miD xwe> 01 ' 5>i2D noi tnotrn X 21 nw 'n2i 
iBtyD2 5>2ix n5>yi 5>2D ‘pm "K?yD2i j'Sro 


1 Mishnah , So(ah, V, a; Gemara , 27 b. 

* So(ah, 29 a. 8 Read '&m. 4 Read p * pH®. 

• NegaXm , XIV, 3; the words rfm are missing in our text of the 
Mishnah , but the Talmud {Pesahim, 35 a, and parallel passages) has them. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

^db naaa yaa qk neanna ioiN aere> anyn 
ataae'aa p^ana 5 >idd Nane> 'ae> i>aaN neannn p 
enn 'So Nvoat? Nota’ aaana new 5>a tnpote 
i^'bn incu aanana w aaana new pe»Nn 
nonn^tr '&*?& naa la yaa dns? Nan p p^ana 5 
aaanat? nan naana Nvoat? pe> ‘nnn pm ^dq: 
nhn an n'$> 'bn ni>y pnew r6nn naanne* n"3t? 
D'vnB' '$>Bn jsoa naanb ift'n Nan$> nann na 
jmaa p'noK n 5> n'i> 'on naaewn nD «n wni 
j'koc'd D'bn i>a $>aa' N'ann 'ctn D'vns' '^on 10 
p^aaN.n i>ai«n *>ao 'cib 'tkn enn 'b nnNo 
ta^a f'to enn '!>a nnxa pndd'd ppera 
P'Idn 'nyn 'p^d wa enn <5>a nnsa pndb’d 
* y3N3 Kp pea *dki D'vne» 'Son jnd 3 naan 
nana pewn naann at naer 'nani> Nvoa 15 
«a'py 'n enn pa ae» naa Nana n«ae> an'axae> 
ndb' n^'n ndb aaana new i>a now n!> 'a 

Kelim, VIII, 5 ; Pesahim , ao a, and parallel passages. 

Peaahim, aoa-aob; comp. Rabbinovicz, Variae Lectiones , ad loc. 
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XVI. 

Fragment Taylor-Schechter, vellum, 13 x 15 cm. (oblong), 
writing square, quire of two leaves, the middle portion 
missing. It represents the remainder of a collection of 
Geonio Responsa, the last of which in our fragment is 
numbered sixteen. 

It contains four Responsa, all of them, unfortunately, 
in incomplete condition. Neither their author nor their 
date is ascertainable. However, the assumption is war¬ 
ranted that they belong to the later Geonim; and as the 
first two Responsa are elsewhere ascribed to Hal', the last 
of the Geonim may perhaps be accepted as the author 
of all of them. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is lacking, 
deals with the validity of a marriage contract (rQVD) signed 
by a number of witnesses, some of whom were related to 
the contracting parties. Though the Jewish law in general 
terms excludes relatives from acting as witnesses to 
a marriage, the Gaon declares the document valid, because, 
as there were other witnesses besides, there was no proof 
that the kinsmen had not attached their names to it as 
a coveted distinction, or been invited to do it as a 
courtesy, and the Gaon grants this latitude of interpre¬ 
tation even when the signature of the kinsmen occurs first 
in the order of the witnesses. This decision is based on 
the statement in Baba Batra , 162 a, b. It is noteworthy, 
that the Gaon’s reading of the Talmudic text differs 
essentially from our accepted reading. Our text (162 b) 
has lOPn bv r^nn, while the Gaon reads vbv ptttnn, indi¬ 
cating that the second clause in the Baraita refers, not to 
a new ease, but to the same case treated of in the first 
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clause. That the Gaon’s reading is correct appears from 
MS. M. and from Rashbam, ad loc., both of which have vby 
as well as by, the only explanation for which is 

that the original vby was retained even after the text was 
changed by the addition of ntD^n by. The probability is 
that the change finally producing our present reading was 
made by Rabbenu Hananel, who had the theory that the 
second case in the Baraita was entirely different from 
the first; hence ItDBTi by had to be inserted as the beginning 
of the new sentence. 

Our Responsum is practically identical with that given 
in Harkavy, 42, but it offers a number of more acceptable 
readings. Comp, also a'nn, ed. Coronel, 102. 

2. The second Responsum, of which a few lines are 
missing at the end, deals with a dispute between brothers 
on account of the water supply in a house inherited by 
the two jointly from their father, and divided between 
them soon after his death. Some years later one of them 
claimed for himself exclusive rights upon the water supply 
gathered from that section of the roof which covered his 
part of the house, thus proposing to withdraw from his 
brother some of the water that had flowed into the cistern 
at his end of the property, the only cistern with which the 
house was furnished in their father’s time as well as their 
own The Gaon decides against him, on the ground that 
the second brother had by this time acquired prescriptive 
rights (nptn) upon the whole water supply as well as the 
cistern at his end of the property. These were privileges 
to which a definite value should have been assigned at 
the time of the division of the property, and the division 
should have been made with their valuation as part of 
the inventory. The second brother’s water supply could, 
therefore, be curtailed only by an act of injustice. 

This Responsum is essentially the same as that given 
by Harkavy, 41, so that our two Responsa, both of them 
attributed to Hal', occur in Harkavy reversed. 

3. In this Responsum a few lines are missing at the 
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beginning. It deals with the Talmudic passage in Pesahim, 
71a. The Gaon first of all establishes the correct text, 
*ro not V? as it was read by his correspondents, 

probably residing in an Arabic-speaking country, in which 
'ro and 'P? were pronounced alike. They must have re¬ 
presented the phonetic identity orthographically. The 
main difficulty in connexion with the text which the 
Gaon was called upon to solve was of a theological nature. 
It is an accepted principle with the Rabbis that D^na 
jnnantD (Petahim , 59 b), atoning power resides even 

in those portions of the sacrifices eaten by the priests, of 
those sacrifices, that is to say, that are not wholly consumed 
upon the altar. Several questions arise with regard to this 
point. How is it with the D'"Mon DV bv W, the priestly 
portions of which cannot be eaten until after the Great Day 
has passed, and atonement has presumably taken place? 
Still more difficult of solution the question becomes if the 
Day of Atonement falls upon a Friday. As the priests’ 
portions cannot be prepared on the Sabbath, they lie over 
a second night, which renders them unfit. The same 
difficulty inheres in all the sacrifices brought on Sabbaths, 
and on holidays falling on the Sabbath, intended to be 
partly eaten by the priests, which, however, they cannot 
use until the Sabbath is over. The Gaon 1 reaches a 
solution by a peculiar explanation of p!>DW 

P 1 D 3 HD. His view is that atoning power resides, not in 
the act of eating, but in the character and state of the 
sacrifice. If the sacrifice is of the right sort, and there is 
nothing in it to prevent the priests from using the portions 
assigned to them for food, it does not matter whether these 
portions are eaten by the priests or not: they are not 
deprived of their atoning power. This explanation covers 
the case of all Sabbath sacrifices, and it also covers the 
case of the sacrifice on a Day of Atonement falling on any 
day except Friday, because we know beforehand that 
the priests will be able to eat their portions immediately 
1 Comp, also Tosafot on Pcsahim , 59 b, catchword 
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the Sabbath or the Fast is over; the delay will not have 
rendered them unfit. It is otherwise with the sacrifice 
of the Day of Atonement falling on a Friday. Then 
a second night must pass before the priests can prepare 
their portions, and the law is that no sacrifice may be eaten 
after more than one night has passed over it. The Gaon 
must resort to another explanation for this case. Basing 
his view on the statement in Shebu'oti 8 b, he holds that on 
the Day of Atonement the atoning power is confined to 
the Azazel; the other sacrifices, of which the priests have 
portions assigned to them, do not possess their full 
atoning power on that day; they have only a preventive 
action ; they avert suffering from the sinner whose sin 
cannot be atoned for by the scapegoat, because it is of 
such a nature as to require the expiation of death. 

It is highly interesting to compare the Gaon’s conclusions 
with those of St. Barnabas, in his Letter, VII, 4. He says: 
M And they shall eat of all the rams sacrificed for their sins 
on the day of fasting. And—note well what I am about 
to say!—the priests alone shall eat all the inner parts, 
unwashed, together with vinegar!” Up to this time it 
has not been noticed that the argument of St. Barnabas 
is also based on the principle of pnMno p^ym pfeuc D'JfD, 
according to which the atonement of the Day of Atonement 
could become effective only after the priests had eaten 
the parts allotted to them. His assumption that the 
priests ate their portions during the day itself, while 
the people were fasting, is, of course, wholly incorrect, 
though I cannot believe, with Gudemann (Religions- 
geschichtliche Studien , p. 106), that it is an intentional 
misrepresentation. Barnabas simply put together several 
Babbinic statements, and drew an unwarranted conclusion. 
He knew, as is said in Peso him ( 1 . c.), that on Sabbaths, or 
holidays falling on the Sabbath, the priests would eat their 
portions of the sacrifices unboiled, in order not to delay 
the atonement 1 the act effected. Also he knew that it 
1 Comp. Rabbenu Hananel on PesaJtim , 71a. 
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was not a transgression to drink vinegar on the Day of 
Atonement, because it is not customarily used as a drink 
(Yortm , 8ib). These two statements he combined, and 
obtained a conclusion that cannot bold water. 

There is an apparent contradiction between Pesahim , 71 a, 
and Mishnah Menahot , XI, 7. In the former passage, it is 
assumed that it was the custom of all the priests to eat 
their sacrificial portions raw on Sabbaths and holidays 
falling on the Sabbath; while the other text limits the 
practice to the Day of Atonement falling on Friday, and 
even then it is described as the habit of the less cultured 
priests 1 . The contradiction disappears if we accept the 
view of the Gaon, that the DHinan DV b& 1 W had no 
atoning power, and hence there was no need for the priest 
to hasten his meal. 

4. The fourth Responsum, the end of which is missing, 
deals with the correct reading of the Mishnah text in 
*Erubin , III, 1. The Gaon calls attention to the fact that 
the Babli and the Yei'ushalmi have substantially different 
readings of the passage. From the discussion of this 
Mishnic passage in * Erubin , 30 b, we see that our reading 
of the Mishnah is as old as the Babylonian Amoraim, 
though the Talmudic discussion may be a Saboraic 
interpolation. 

1 My conjecture is that the Mishnah ought to read instead of 

fnrrc?, in this passage having the meaning of “stomach/* Comp. 
Maimonides in his Commentary, ad loc., and Ginzberg, Orientalische Studicn 
{Theodor NiUdeke zum sieteigsten Geburistag ), II, p. 613. 
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(Leaf i, recto.) 

kds? pidik Dinn Kin tn dk tpi D'ltrsn DHyn 
nnyn o'pnn nw trepn fKoi> put? Knn 

»D , j 

pKt? Dioy an 'dk Midkbo pk'vid UK pi 1Kt?3 
3ii> pro ai n^> 'dk pick ronnK now DH'oi> 
DHyn nK p'mn Kim n'i> 'dk Kn lb kid Dioy 5 
tpya'Ki loo nnK not? ^idb anan p pot? 'nt? 
P'mn Krro p'DB'Bi 'KD nvnci nnK no'P ’ml) 
it?a po nine ^idb 3nan p pot? is? DHyn nK 
jno nnK KVDJi i'^y pomn Dny ns?oni nyaiK vn 
n^ KjfDD ikb* 3 nnyn D«pnn Sdb ik 3iip 10 
'in tbo D'3iip3 inK^o n*ptn 'dki n'prn^ 

’ DnVtewi : DIB ns pki nit?a it n3in3 n ii3ro 
in nn'm o'» is? mm ivna pit? mn pwi 
nn'm yn' dipds ni3iy 4 in ba»i nun p D'on 
unm ivnn ipi>n nmniaK ni 3 KD nyiap nDKn 15 
ii3K3 miK np' nnK bab yi't? iv i>3 pvy by 


Baba Batra, i6aa. * Ibid., 163 b. 

Comp, rmrv jvoi, 48, by Rabbi Judah ben Rabbi Asher. 

Harkavy, Responsen , 4a, has also *p:f, but perhaps it is to be read pur. 
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(Leaf 1, verso.) 

nrwS> eye an an an ia w rat? i>aai unai nayi 
poy by nano cn-ra n^aa nann d'jb' wan ipW 
B'aom ano 'by lb pn 'oni ansn inn nnnn anDi poo 
nann nr 'am b 'an \pbm B'nnn ''can now? no by 
\6 'am pi>n pn ni>i D'en nan pn nin inn p }.ni> pn 5 
pn nnit? pna mnn mt 'ns^n win Wat? 
nprbnn nnn aw nayt? po pn ^a 'a ia*nn ia 
nnni> ptn nptnn may 'in aanaea pnaiy B'cm 
■Tayaa ikS Bn'aaa mno^ ni>i a'an nn yuai> ano 
’inn jni> pn nr by nr inn ar6 pn t^nan 'sm 10 
B'JB' nnrn ppinne* nvn 'a ton ia pnm inn 
nvn inm 13 nnen nw pv'nn nvn nr *6 $>bui 
inn pv'nn by npi^nn nnn 'd':b^ pn vbv wan 
pro arnam nnn nva B'aaeo a'an vn an pi 
aaa B'c.n nn n'ayn^ vby pn jno nnnS 5 >bji ia 15 
arpae van: nn n'Vie nnnn ni>n nawnna w 

1 Baba Batra, 7 b. * Read pi p. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

i> 3 K napa nrnio D'bm '■vyy no'rw K*in nana 
nnot?i 'n k$>'k napa peseta px ia'B$> nasra 1 hdk j^ie^a 
nv nx* nn teaoi nap xvnp ny aayo dxi *: xa'i> 'na 
pmop "'Bn pi>aiK D'jnan .Tone nyi nnep x^a nap 
: npaa napa n nnop |w mx pn'B pnsi kbb an xnw 5 
'xpa nrtop Dnanai : Kin niyo 'n jna pxp d'ibdi 
KTDD oa truB npxi : xa'i> >na nnop k^n Kin p kS xa'i> 
o^aan nap any nvn!? i>n tv-naan or piyb ‘niruo 
npxa *iam 'xm ns' jninp 'jbo 'n xinpa iniK pi>aiR 
ova 5 >aK$> bia' pxp inp^n >jbd f? xo'jri onana 10 
napa bvib 5 >ia' pk napn xani wnpai Dninan 
ibix no' inynp 'D p'aS nivn ny taxi> panm 
*ipri : ii>axi> pjnu vn p D"nniDa^xni ?'n xinpa 
nan levy ova iniK pbaix D'anan pxp jva Dnana 
nam Kin p xi> ova ia s 'vrb p on'nuiy nsanj k^ 15 
pnaan'D o.Tnuiy \b2vb onoiyi o'jaio jnp p'a k^k 

1 The copyist first wrote tch and changed it to picw. 

* Peaahim, 71 a. * '«n — ‘arron. 

4 Menahot, XI, 7 ; Gemara, ibid. 99 b. 8 Wc*W V®. 
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XVII. 

Fragment T-S., three leaves, 21 x 16 cm., writing small, 
square, with a tendency to cursive; the numbers and mar¬ 
ginal notes, except the sheet mark at the top, are in a later 
hand, and in black ink, while the text is brown. It 
represents the remainder of an unusually large collection 
of Geonic Responsa, in fact, the very largest known. The 
numbers run up to 593, of which our fragment contains 
from No. 498 to No. 505 consecutively; then from 568 to 
577 consecutively; and finally from 585 to 593 consecutively. 
The large number of 497 are missing from the beginning, 
and there is, of course, no telling how many more there 
were after 593. They cover a number of branches of 
Rabbinic law, the various subjects being noted in the 
margin by a later hand. The annotator used the classifica¬ 
tion of the Code of Maimonides, but he was either ignorant 
or careless, for he allows a glaring mistake to stand on 
the first page preserved. Misled by the word *UD, which 
occurs prominently, he classifies one Responsum under 
fan'? which actually belongs under pDmp. All the 
Responsa preserved are anonymous, and as only a very 
few of them occur in other collections, there are no means 
at hand for determining their authorship and date. We 
may, however, assume that they belong to a number of 
different Geonic authors of various epochs. 

1 [498]. The first Responsum in our fragment, the 
beginning of which is missing, deals with the case of 
a man’s giving his property to his mother before his death. 
The Gaon rules that on the death of her son she can make 
no use of the property, nor dispose of it in any way, until 
she has paid the dowry to the widow, her daughter-in-law. 

2 [499]. The second Responsum gives the decision of 
the Gaon in a dispute regarding an alley-way ('UD). One 
of the several parties having a common alley-way moves 
from his house, and he makes a claim upon his former 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

mean nun Dniaan or rvjpn n« nmn w ni>’aK pkb* 
ny wi 'iW no ninn *icKn dki SfKryb tyw min 
py t<b '~xn mb pa pk nKonn nK D’anan pbwe» 
pKi ninna nyn’ na vr nt<oon my'T pay^> pn 1 Km 
nSn D'llEDn DV D'3D3 nipyan i'y» (pD3 nyr na s 
inKD ’ai ni>y *pnow nn ninya tran ai> yw ny 
Kb no no dkc? nmi Km ,m \ 'dk ninn noi *wdd u'kb> 
p vb pni> * k^k npnoo nnna no dk k3ki nb 'ok py 
nonna 'vb\ p'a mai panyo 4 onbaw sp-no'n V 
O'Tdd iaoy e*i iko ui ne^pnai pinna «|K 'ik Diaoio 10 
aai> ana’ pinna noiK dudid k^’k pinna *|k pa pw 
ina’S' ’aeo “Kan ainan pnpm nona P*u iaan« 
aana niani k^» mvo ny baoa na’n nrea iWn pini> 

'ik Diaoio ponw V s *K-n rn’em KDi’an iK’n 
pDiu jina iaa naan bK 'ne* p-iK a vna kSk pinna hk 15 
•naien ’a nna epi’n btb bn pa m pinna 'w d«did 

1 Shebu'ot , I, a ; Gemara, ibid., a a. * Shebu'ot, 8 b. 

3 Our texts read *0 "» kSw ; Rabbinovicz, Var. Led., offers no variants. 

4 ‘Erubin , III, 1 ; Qemara , ibid., 26 b. • * Erubin , 30 b. 

• =nrcm. 
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XVII. 

Fragment T-S., three leaves, 21 x 16 cm., writing small, 
square, with a tendency to cursive; the numbers and mar¬ 
ginal notes, except the sheet mark at the top, are in a later 
hand, and in black ink, while the text is brown. It 
represents the remainder of an unusually large collection 
of Geonic Responsa, in fact, the very largest known. The 
numbers run up to 593, of which our fragment contains 
from No. 498 to No. 505 consecutively; then from 568 to 
577 consecutively; and finally from 585 to 593 consecutively. 
The large number of 497 are missing from the beginning, 
and there is, of course, no telling how many more there 
were after 593. They cover a number of branches of 
Rabbinic law, the various subjects being noted in the 
margin by a later hand. The annotator used the classifica¬ 
tion of the Code of Maimonides, but he was either ignorant 
or careless, for he allows a glaring mistake to stand on 
the first page preserved. Misled by the word 'UD, which 
occurs prominently, he classifies one Responsum under 
parry which actually belongs under panw. All the 
Responsa preserved are anonymous, and as only a very 
few of them occur in other collections, there are no means 
at hand for determining their authorship and date. We 
may, however, assume that they belong to a number of 
different Geonic authors of various epochs. 

1 [498]. The first Responsum in our fragment, the 
beginning of which is missing, deals with the case of 
a man’s giving his property to his mother before his death. 
The Gaon rules that on the death of her son she can make 
no use of the property, nor dispose of it in any way, until 
she has paid the dowry to the widow, her daughter-in-law. 

2 [499]. The second Responsum gives the decision of 
the Gaon in a dispute regarding an alley-way ('U»). One 
of the several parties having a common alley-way moves 
from his house, and he makes a claim upon his former 
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neighbours, asking them to pay him for his share of the 
alley, which he is no longer using. The Gaon decides 
against his claim. 

3 [ 5 °°]* This Responsum is identical with the one 
attributed to Nahshon Gaon in the Geonic collection 
jrrv 8i b, 17. The subject dealt with is the sale of 
a slave under false pretences. His physical condition was 
impaired, yet his master asked and obtained the value 
of a slave in perfect health. The purchaser discovered 
the fraud practised upon him, and, after having had the 
slave cured, he demanded from the former owner a sum 
of money equal to the difference between what he paid 
for him and what his real value was at the time. The first 
master declared his willingness to take back the slave 
and return the money, a proposition to which the second 
master would not agree, as he had taken the trouble and 
gone to the expense of having the slave put into good 
condition. The Gaon decides that the purchaser s claim 
is justified. 

4 [501]. The third Responsum in the fragment deals 
with a note of indebtedness, signed by two witnesses, 
which the alleged debtor refused to honour. The witnesses 
recognised the handwriting as theirs, but as they could not 
remember the sum of money mentioned in the note, their 
testimony was of no value, and the maker of the note could 
not be held to the payment of the sum therein mentioned. 
Comp, 84 a, 1; and Muller, Mafteah, pp. 237, 487. 

5 [ 5 ° 2 ]- An &g e ut was sent to Egypt to purchase 
merchandise. On his journey he was attacked by brigands, 
who threatened his life. To save himself he showed the 
highwaymen where his employers money was hidden. 
He now contended that he was not called upon to make 
good the loss, since, in any case, even if he had sacrificed 
his life, the money would have fallen into the hands of 
his assailants. The Gaon supports him in this contention, 
provided he can prove by means of witnesses, or will 
asseverate by means cf an oath, that his supposition is 
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correct, that the brigands would in any case have found 
the money. 

6 [503]. The Gaon decides that a debtor may force his 
creditor, who holds a promissory note against him, to take 
an oath that he has not paid up his indebtedness, as he 
himself maintains he has done; and this right belongs to 
him even though the creditor is willing to waive his alleged 
claim, if only the debtor will take the oath. There can 
be no doubt that this Responsum is the same as that 
quoted in a Responsum addressed to Hai (nnn mon, 136), 
where it is ascribed to Natronai Gaon. 

7 [504]. To this very day, the Gaon says, priests are 
under the obligation to avoid defilement. It is very 
probable that this Responsum is merely an extract from 
a much longer one found in the collection nn:J mon, 55, also 
attributed to Natronai Gaon. Comp. 4. 

8 [505]. A debtor sends the amount of his indebtedness 
to his creditor through a messenger. The debtor receives 
a letter from the creditor acknowledging the receipt of 
the money. Later the creditor denies having written the 
receipt. Before the matter is cleared up, the creditor as 
well as the messenger die, and the heirs of the creditor 
claim the money due to their father. Though witnesses 
are found to testify that the handwriting is the creditor’s, 
the father of the present litigants, they continue to urge 
their claim, basing it upon the contention that there is no 
way of establishing that the receipt refers to the trans¬ 
action under discussion rather than some other debt owing 
from the same debtor to their father. The Gaon’s decision 
is missing. 

9 [568]* Of this Responsum only the last two lines have 
come down to us, and they contain the rather interesting 
statement of the Gaon based on a Talmudic passage 
(Tdanit % 11 b), that study is of greater importance than 
fasting, but fasting surpasses almsgiving. 

10 [569]. Here we have the Gaon’s view on non** •nn', after 
the recital of pww WD. Comp. 19 b, 14; and 58 b, 24. 
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11 [.57°]. The Gaon writes out the formulae for several 
sorts of deeds of gift from a father to his children, the 
expressions differing according to whether the deed becomes 
operative during the father’s lifetime or after his death. 
Comp, y'v, 45 a, 5. 

12 [571]. Here we have a case in which the dowry is 
paid out, though it be the woman who insists upon the 
divorce. Comp. “Ten, II, 46, and 59 a, 30. 

13 [572]. “A bachelor made out a deed of gift. Later, 
when he married, he made out a -second deed of gift, 
transfeiTing the same property to his wife, and in the 
presence of the first recipient, who uttered neither protest 
nor objection.” The Gaon decides that the second trans¬ 
action, and not the first, is valid. 

14 [573]. The Gaon decides that an oath taken on 
a prayer-book is as sacred as one on the scroll of the law, 
and he who takes such an oath cannot be absolved from it. 
This Responsum is attributed in one source to Saadia, and 
in another to Ha!; comp. Muller, Mafteah , p. 230. 

15 [574]. The Gaon rules that a Jew who owns orchards, 
the fruit in which must be gathered day by day, so that 
cessation from work on Sabbaths and holidays would entail 
a serious loss, may sell an average day’s pickings to a 
Gentile on the eve of the Sabbath or of a holiday. The 
sale must be completed before the day of rest enters, so 
that the Gentile does no work for the Jew on a holy day. 
Comp. D'n, 125; and Fragment XXI, 2, recto, below. 

16 [575]. Though butter churned by Gentiles may be 
bought and eaten by Jews, the Gaon advises against it. 
This Responsum is found also in the Geonic collection 
mien nyt?, 188, where it is attributed to Natrona! Gaon. 

17 [576]* This Responsum contains the decision of the 
Gaon with regard to Dl. It is not improbable that 
this is the Responsum to which Maimonides expresses 
his vigorous opposition; comp. Maimonides, nN '3 niDK, 
XI, 15, and rfv, 173. 

18 [577]. The Gaon goes into details as to the character 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



GEONIC RESPONSA 1 47 

of the testimony admissible in the case of an rtiuy. The 
end of this Responsum is missing. 

19 [585]- The contents of the Responsum are difficult 
to determine exactly, because the beginning is missing. 
All that can be gathered from what remains is that the 
case dealt with is what the judge of a certain town 
suspects is a mock divorce, desired for the purpose of 
escaping the payment of debts. The debt owing to a divorced 
woman, namely, her dowry, must be paid by the husband 
before all others. If, then, a man is hard pressed, the 
expedient of divorcing his wife may occur to him, the in¬ 
tention being, of course, to re-marry the woman, and again 
come into possession of the dowry. The judge in our case 
was willing to grant the divorce on condition that the 
husband took an oath not to re-marry the woman. The 
Gaon shares his suspicions, and sustains his decision. 
It is noteworthy that the Responsum mentions in full the 
name of the judge, David \ and of the parties concerned. 

2° [586]. This Responsum contains the interesting state¬ 
ment that the old-established custom, reaching back to 
Talmudic times, of taking an oath publicly on the sacred 
scrolls in the synagogue, was discontinued in the day 
of the Gaon. Instead, when the occasion required it, 
a conditional excommunication was proclaimed in the 
synagogue, as follows: “ If thou, N. N., owest money 
toffi.N, and dost not acknowledge the debt, thou art 
under the ban.” Judging by the style of the Responsum, 
and the views expressed in it, we shall not go far wrong 
in ascribing it to Hai. Comp, especially his Responsa in 
73a and 76a. In the latter Hai writes thus: “Such 
a thing as taking an oath on the sacred scrolls has come 
under our notice neither personally nor through the reports 
and traditions of scholars from generations ago. Our 
procedure is as follows: The draped bier is brought [into 
the synagogue] ; and in it is a cock (Aram. KTM), symbolic 

1 David Ibn Ha£ar? Comp, about him Steinschneider, Arubische 
Ltierctfur, p. 143. Comp, alao Y'irn, II, 36-7. 
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of man (Aram. K 13 J); lights are kindled, symbolic of the 
soul of man; ashes are strewn under the feet [of the one 
who is to take the oath], to indicate that man is but dust 
and ashes; empty, distended hides are put before him; 
they threaten him, saying, Behold, all these shall be signs 
unto you! Then children come with trumpets (nnmr), 
while the man is led up to the place before the Ark, and 
the precentor stands on the platform next to the Ark, and 
says: N. if., who does not confess the truth, may he be 
overtaken by thus and thus [the curses of a ban] V 

21 [587]* This Responsum deals with the limitations 
of the rights of a husband in the property of his wife. 
Comp. a'n, 25. 

22 [588]. The Gaon gives the formula of the oath to be 
taken by a widow who makes demand for her jointure from 
the estate of the heirs of her late husband. This Responsum 
is identical with that found in the Geonic collection a'n, 26, 
where it and the previous one, No. 21, are ascribed to 
Rabbi Zemah. Comp, also Y*V, 65 b, top; and Muller, 
Mafteah , 148, for it appears in the former that it was 
still customary to take oaths in the time of the Gaon 
addressed. 

23 [589]. The Gaon renders the decision that a widow 
left with an infant at the death of her husband may not 
withdraw her dowry from the estate until the child has 
reached the age of two years, the period during which 
a mother has the duty to nurse a child, and during which 
re-marriage is prohibited. 

24 [590]. A dies, and B of his own accord pays his heirs 
money which he confesses he owed to the departed, though 
no memorandum of the debt was found. The heirs wish 
now to force him to take an oath that he has acknowledged 
the full extent of his indebtedness. The Gaon decides 
against the heirs. Comp, 72 a, 5. 

25 [591]. The Gaon decides that a widow claiming her 
dowry from her late husband’s estate must take an oath 

1 Comp. o'Ti nnv, II, p. 503 ; n"itc, ed. Lyck ; 10; and 69 a, 7a. 
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asseverating the justice of her demand, even when the 
estate does not suffice to satisfy her claim in full. 

26 [592]. This Responsum deals with the status of 
a child bom out of wedlock, a certain man being designated 
by the mother as the father of the child. The Gaon's 
decision is that such a child is not to be considered 
a bastard ("ADD); nevertheless, the alleged father cannot 
be held responsible for the maintenance of the child, 
nor is the child to inherit his estate after his death. If 
circumstantial evidence corroborates the woman's allega¬ 
tions, the man is to be excommunicated and exposed 
to public disgrace. Comp. 39, and 46 b, 11. 

27 [593]. This last Responsum of our fragment, of which 
only the beginning has been preserved, deals with a 
promissory note whose genuineness is denied by the 
supposed debtor. It is perhaps another version of Responsum 
133 in the Collection rawn njK?. 
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noi n 3 p .11 \bv am n^ya rrontra oo'n i>a vb idn 5> ianai 'nen 
naa n!> napnt? noo naptn ;nnt? ton pm Di^a n^i nt?y n 5> napnt? 
nnaina Starts' inNb mx nDsnx nH nyiara nni>a naina 
nna pi> 1 nxnn .tew nxint? no i>a napr^> in mneiB' no i>a nnba 
iitni niivn vbv ia m yarn amt? iaoi EHWl jnn Dnnt 6 in 5 

y'3Dt? oaon yrbv 'i> i:n in nnxn ^ya^ jni> 'em irw Dipoi> inns nN .,.. pit? 

paii’y 

la pm no i3oy mi Nia DiSa jna xb ii> 'din i^m d'di 'b on in ‘■b 
iy ixnn nN ppbn pNt? 'on pia xta vdi in 'pi>n 'b on 'one* nw o'ni 
ppi>in pNt? ini> n^n it?y O'Nt? iao pE» i>ai *b\s nti> nioN 'i na n,te? 

Nan 'bo on ’ion in ioi N3n nn 'dni min' 'ia 'W »b bn f|NB> i>!>a iniN 10 
PN jn ii> noNt? noi Na'i> 113 Na'N ion Nan i»aN noi n!> in 13'd nN In iotae' 
oy inN D'nN ob> 4 pnia ii> iion pia ooy ini Nia n^n D'di ii> pano on 
jnetj yvoNi) iat?n iay6 jNB'y ian n'ai pmo |i'3N ;n^> non Tt?y ihn 
dwt i^> np pmon n'aa ivni'i nnay ib np 'ay!? 'din i't?y 'in iovyi> 
naion jih • n^y a'^ai Na^i n'.i na^n Nn'3no Nim ian n'aa dew 15 
nan ii> i'tn!j pwvi bv tn oam oun in'at?m poio ia vm *ani> nay 

ni'ao 

'm 'b nnn:t? d'di bo *3b6 ions? prtoi *|ipan noN't? noa oe b poio 
n^n oo'n i>a n!>i in'aE'iii ot? ibiot? inN^ ntny Nin pia n$>e> iay 'i> ivnm 

iot?n bv inii'y din ania 7 pan 'dni n.h Njili : void 'di 1 b ;n' 

nn'y L . . , 

'dni idb> by 'int? 'in ponm Nan Dot? noa inN? ip'bn any 1'yoi jo 

noa dn in.i nca N3iooa |i> ’y'ps n$> w'd mao p' nionn N.n N3'i 'a 'dp 

nicnn N'm pmora npi p'a nids? 'Nna piay pa'.i n^» in nideq a'nai 

oi>D n5> nin 'iNn noa N3iooa 10 'y'PB xh p'a ’'bn 'n pnoia by ja'aao inn' 

a'nai N 31 DD 'b i'ia xb pidn npi p'a pnciB by p'aao n^i NnnnDi 

noo p*bd Np 'Noa id'd!> n'Ni n'a fa'aaD xb in noa NIDtra 25 

D'p n 5 > 'idn np in"Bo any Nn D'lyi NiD'oa nub pa niidd 

Pint ijih : nide> n'5> yin'N labni N31DD3 jb 

na b nopi> D'amr 'id 'yes? ioy ia't? onvob ibi t?.. a 

1 Bead nsi ON. * Baba Batra, I, 6; Gemara , ibid., na. * Baba Batra, I3a-I3b. 

4 Ibid., 13a ; as the quotation is from a Baraita, and not from a Mishnah, the correct reading 
would be xorro, and not pmD. * 6 =;'n'pn. 7 Ketubot, 20 a. 
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pnw 

phr w 1 'xoi> jna^na l 'xo$> otno iasn n' 3 Ki 3 K ids* dipc 5 > 0333 mino 
j, T 3 k^ 'nyanso b ana nai lyi'KS' no $>aa isms^ ana ''xd^ yonsoi poo^ 

T3 D'nna's’ ’ey w D'ainr bai D"anyn 10 'ey ins’ niKisia 5>a by 'map 
'nKTna 'yes’ bv D'ainr n vy ns’hs’ tbx wnw Kh inn nsao obd '13 'b& 
iD's’sni nha nT'B’n is^ni pooi> why ikx'i mjn by mayi> k^? 'un oy nnas’i’ 5 
no i>a 'a^a took p 'n'Kns» jvai oons6 noyi any worn 'by n'ne> no i>a 
'nnoK 'niK irr3'i D'ainr *oy Dni> nows’ aoio dtd nbvn 'b |'K 'oy V"0 
KopDihm 'nnno irwn mpo^> 'oy itai 'aim Yo Kopoihia '$> s* nrb 
woo 'xn 'yvvb nbvo 'ok nm Dna 'n^xsi 'yes’ bv 'amr 'i'o 'nKXim 
tb& i>ani '31003 ioxy hxn nr 'vm 'cki u'ab *3'a vrv nan« haso 10 
n'an kS pirn n»a D'yaxio pnmn vn ihn i3*tn p ‘pn yx 'b 
: ^>an obvb a«m Kin nan pooa ioxy hxn wma jnS jnix ;n3i poD$> jna 
n^ttxn 'b pK 'oy n'.ns’ no bs 'oki 'wn pot? 'xra smses’ ioa dk 
' aim Yo iniKS’ pitn yat^ nny )b jw dki nosa pa D'iy s* dk di'd 
pooi> m^03 na ins’ KepDhnn nniK 'ai ys?e xh Dna na's’ t6 'yot? bv 15 

'yes’ 1300 ho' dki Diba D'anrn fo ynw Kh dto nhrn rb nn'n 

ain nos’ K'xicn jpri • nyiasn jo pitn *iob' nns’aa pocn 'xn 
'3 'k nni> )b 'ok J ih onynas’ yasn roha \b 'on "pnynB ib 'oki nan by 

ni^ei mii> 

n'a now p'as> nni> 'on pas' own p : hoi nntt yaen ya^3 
Dials’ ;nai iph jnyias’ xba nan ni^oi> m*> 13 'cKn dki hen yas^ao 
a''ns’ mn p xi> ik nipha a«n 4 para no ia s’'s’ n'aa ik nnapn n'aa 

no nKD'o 

piK*i hph : '31 kdd' xb s*B3^ .tiok .Timni ohy nsnnp intnnpn mpha 
anaa 'yos’i* ana 'aito )b anai 'ib Dy n'^ pnn' non kids’ K^a 'i3H 'yes’ by n'h rrn 
s r, s’ D'ainr 'a 'b in ii> 'ok 'yos’a piK~i yaa dv 'b mt<i> D'ainr 'a ihfKo '5> K'an 'a in' 
i6a ana 'nana xh ohyo D'nan i*n *6 ii> 'ok ')b 'yes’ n'3 D'nnVs’ 'ok lhtKD 'b 25 

■nhh pita anas’ ana 'yes’ K'xim 'yes’ nK lyani vs’ni' noyi 'ih piKi noi 

i3’3K^ n'n nriK ain nos’ psni'n ii> neK piKn t ana Kins’ 'ins’ wki 
D y non pixi bv it ana Kins’ Tins’ 'yes’ nasia Khtti yra 
pyos’ nas'K K^Kn K3'rn pan ; pwn 'S’nv Dy ik "b 'cni' 


a mNia.s 5 ?. 


4 Road nin pn. 
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noyn bx : noyno spy 'in 'obi p'yr xnnyoi? pb joi 1 mnii'E^ nbx Nab 

: U10C3 mi 1B133 rrn? npivn ja inv noyn nbia * ityb 'i 'cxi «piy noyn npnm 

naia Dnix iai3i n3ina nV anai pm'p nV :n3i na»xn nx Dixon 'tren tbbph 

1 nic"N 

13 xVix ncy in'no nnx n'aa nmi namV ioy nD333 xVi pxiemi pditx 
: mb 133 pxi max n'33 s xvii 133 nr.ix xabi noy inmni> inict? ia'xi 5 
inxVi Di'no .13 3ns xbi ini'oa inxi> ir.xb in 133 ^ nano anian 'ptn jjph 

1 H3no 

nmo inano xnn ini’oa inxi> i"n3 13 nrn!> b' dni xi> in 13 urn? Via’ nmo 
ini'oa inxi> xb ioy pb' px i"n3 inxV in 133 ^ nsno amanty i3'xi is xi> in 
pxi n3 ipnnn x!> nsno not? jnV ido nV dn bx H3no not? jni> iidd'b> ip'yi 
B>p3oi ioy dn inn'o none nsno jnai Nin yio mat? dni Dib .1300 Di'3 10 
'1N3 nsno bx inanoa inn ioy ibe> b 'oix ox iat* inn ntnV 
inxV ii 3 iisir nn'o inxi> nape* '13 D"no inxi> in 133 b ioem iddi it'd upi 
P'tnnB> nsno bpo b ms na' nn'o inxVi Dime n3 ana t6 dni nn'o 
jniab iro nisb nn'o mxin Di'no amai> 4 'can iap'ne> nn in^xo nine nniN3 
inano nn'o inxh Di'no 3ns xb nn • nn'o mxi> xb n3 nan xb nsno 15 
ViyaV b' 13'xi nm new 13 a 'swi NypJl : inb na naw .11103 nano 

nmi *nninx3 'ovy nx pin onn 'nix *iidn 'din nwi : mbaa nmi nnix 
mt^N 

X'3n33i naDini nainaa xxn i? 'ovy 'niDo 'ine> i? ntpyx no 1 ? mox 
.IIDOt? JV3E 4 X'311331 nDDinai .13in33 1300 Nvns? 13'N1 13 : xVix nb 
nama ni> imai int^x nx epao ia'xe> 'oa n&yi baV Via' pNK» xini iV novy 20 
nt?x3 'ovy pnax 'dnc nn ntruoi max mao noy nx'ant? x'3ii3i naDini 
b'x 'ox 7 'oan nox iacs» mix nruo px ixb dni mix nmo nsn dx ninx 
ne’x lab naina jni k'sv 'ox 'i 'ox rn'inx xnn'xa waa pna'x 
nsno anat? 'iaa Vei itfpjl : nxxn x'3ii3i naDini nnaina nbia it 

tr'xn inix ' 3 sa nai 3 xm nano nnix nV anai ntrx xtwi ioy ia inxi inxV 25 
nano 

xm • xni'oo naspxin nano nnix nxno n bu xb lyi'y x?i nip'yo iV }nae> 
nm B«xn fo nba nano nnixtr 13'xi 13 rb p'oio '3'nV .13 p'aao xVi 
nVo3 13 nmo xin lyi'y xVi I'aaa inwb nanaty p'atj* 'yo 'xo ini?x nprna xm 
ypip inavV i"B»i vaab voaa b anian 'can 8 noxtr nob nV poio iaxi iaoo 

1 Taanit, 11 b ; our texts read rrmrwb ‘nyb. * Berakot, 32 b. 

3 The line over indicates that this word is to be cancelled. 4 Baba Batra , 135 b. 

6 Comp. Targum Jonathan to Deut. xxiv. 6. 6 Read mmo. 7 Yebamot , 65 a. 

8 Comp. Baba Batra , 40 b. 9 Peah t III, 7. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

'P^noa 'or btvovn • nr by pf> naioa an 'or 1 p'ppsoi nnaina npa'R rwi? *j 5 
vuno pa*R iirio r!>) pnen *V3sa ins?Rb nanat? p'a 'oa nan npnit? R'ni rwaij 
'cir pdpr ppa n'by Dnn mt?n by p*npn ’ 'can ipcRt? no5> ni> pwo nip 
pa’R nr b«r *]ai«n lniar nR pa*R 'dir 'Dam odd nt?p pt?Rpm •b ma 'am 
i>t?i D’aiann pbd taat? na 'mn jypji nwn p*a nano mopi inano 5 

ni> vr na oprinat? p*ai npinn npiaao Rnn npiat? nniR na pat?ai nii>'Bn 

nipiap 

vp nun psd no npinn psd npiat?a inpiat?t? 13 *rp *p :r?ir man 
apn be> nroen mnpo jna vp m^an^n Doiann pbd p napn bv nine' ia 
iBDRDi lDpinai pioa ma )b t tv '-\vp 't?t?i nyph * npsn inpiat?5> pri 
D i'ai nat?a jniR anpi lopJ’o ia*R dri n^xa nip'a Rpnot? 'aao dpi dp 5>aa 10 

niao' i:dd n:n*'i nt?p' nva 5>na p*iDn Dt? t?'i Pia'R^ Di'n iniR i^in aio 
nao^ 171101? ia'R*i *p r^> ir naso 'ia iaopi>’i nas? appo na^> iniR 
'dri? loa nat? appo d'dp \b pvi nat?a 'ian laopbo nae» a*ipo 'iai» iniR 
ma 'ia n'!> 4 o'pao Rnat?a mn *pna Rmanic? napn 'Rp'*no man *'oan 
liaiot? p'a *oa Ram $>ia R*it? Ran 'cpb idr 'it?* n*$> o'pao Rat?a 15 
'la^ epDin fj'Din dri *iai> nna nna drc? i>pt?D3 r$>i ddd 3 na;? a*ipo 

pani> i .*6 D'pp p*a *inio ir hdr d’u be> nRon 'vrvn jiypjp mo 

nniDR niioRD 

*oi rtapo nppn pRt? r$>r mio poip i3*r rod *ioip uno a^m 
D'at? dp nriRit? napa m!>!' 't?t?i iypri nnio i>aiRi inpi na*t? 
pn*n nb vp dp n* *ip dp .prip na'Ri dp.p vhr nao'n pdbi d’d’ nvhvn 

.1300 dp pDD<? p'a np^i't? 13'rp *p r^ir t dpip rbyib pno!> 
dp p* pnR^ nRip dri ni>pa!a mnioi taoni D'*p3 d'd* npat? piaDn 
'pt?' nwa 5, drp RP't 'pp by it?ap ur paioDt? D"p3 npat? at?nt? nan* 
D't?5>t? pnR^> r5»r n^aio na’R nnh’ ipoipoa i>3R i»ia fovp by ip'cnn jn 
•npna na'o np*3o R*nt?a .prip dri n^pab ninioi napai> pa par^ pa dp 
WRipt? 'o pri *jppa apnan 't?t?i fypli D"pa npat? vi’p nat?p 

npiDR 8 > ''Rp p r^ir Rt?a*i> fiinio int?R ina’pn by Tpot? *o r5p ^a 

nit?*R 

«|ri int?R npiDR noRiP ?p plop* 'o pri mRipt? 'o pRt? p*at? Rt?a'? 
ipm*n T, oan ipdrb» 'aao pann iniRa i^pn r$> naiapa 'oan l^pnt? 'a by 
PR dr 5>dr nnat? 'aoi pap *bd i^'bri nt?R 'bd pp 'ao pp pr*i?d npnS 30 

1 Baba Batra, 132 a. 2 Ketubot, XIII, 6; Gemara, ibid., 109 a. * 'Abodah Zarah, aaa. 

4 Our texts read: wraca iro ‘witn wnrca TD'p? 6 Niddah , 66 a. • Bead Vivo. 

7 Yebamot, XVI, ^ ; Gemara , ibid., iaa a. 
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.... i> ii> n\n sir sin n"n na prer oy iti an bv 1 paaDoe> 'b by t|si pn no np 

... new S'aiapai n'yen na pnxn n'ni>'o spnao s."n p pnx' bv mewS 

S si>e> my sin 'ana 'ovpi> 'yaw my wimo'im soi> ... rrnnaw enaon wn 

rrnnawS nsan mittS pa n'aa iyani> sa'n’pinn pm sir ia peny na'ai> pm 
... nwi sin soup n'ayn no'oa b win oi>iyi> ni> nnno sb pn n'a nyn i>m pa n'aa 5 
.. ooi> rr>b won ny on 'i>'o pin rwaaa D"poi 'nr* bv pa n'a 'Bii>n rwBaa 'yom 

.si> am ani> mows? n"n na pnr newo s b si> iabi sapiy *ia prnr 

aienni naina nor p'ani : sani> -pm sanna sin 'i> i>'ns 'i>ya sasi nw.... 
ownii wn n’aa oirn'in ton n'aa nb am b paann’in na nw n.... 
sbai saaia na nwn sni>'D spnao ww tom *nnx noans sb yanrni sxnn s... 10 
D'D '31 ninaeo npai any 'ma'ra Dnnn'in nonr'in n*aia n«n na pnx* i>a .... 
D'ryoai maba ioxy p’rnni *ja new *aaoi thw ny ni'D'aa 'na ba D’a[io] 

*aon in an nay n'an noau msb paw n'bi pyain'nr' bi pni>. 

ni'D'aa 'na i>aa npai any n'oinnsi nmon n"n na pnx'S n*yan'oi> t 6 .... 
"iaoi> ton p n*i> nw iabi naima nnm n*ab snavn swr jo... snn n... rs 
na pnv'^' saioo ynan ny n«n na pnv'b n'i> yarn n'i> sn... n noa ny samoas... 
snroa 'aa ni> p'yaro 'a'n nnin naDa ni> p'yaro 'a snnw ispn s topiy 
pyare 'an snaai tvrai> pmi ni> pyaroi nn’ai> nnry pins w ni> ja'yaro 
nnin naDa 'yiaewin yanr'on pi> nn'a sxa'n *Diansi> pan mos 'a n*i> 
D'ra pr bi nyiarn by pawn ons oa an nrn pra bs niaionp D'ara 20 
sin ina nirarnb iyaoa ina poin' 'DaaD nyna: nata^t* ptt 4 pnn pnitrn wnn 
ny'ae'nina lyao: pan oictnai nnjnae>a ttJD'no tt^ ‘ton’n nnii>'r 5 )t nj'ni> pan tern 
ttcyo wo '«aa 5>'no 'inrw 'i>ya 'op nnnon nton ttinna nnotti K'nio .njo^ttn Diro 
new p nyane’wi N'n no'np wi nnjnara np'.. ttin noioo nona 'n'Dan 
toin ann n'cpi> 'nsn nao^tt N'.nn ‘p'nottn nyan^tt ttnn nnaina ni> p'aao 25 
ttpDD n'i» mott naoi)t<i> naina *aao si» ann ii> n'aytt 'so ni> 'os nnaina nyan 
'os mb 'nainao 'non: dk 'sax " 'n n'o 'snainao 'D'ann n'nyn i>y noi> n'i» 
ps pn n'aa sie> pai pn n'aa pa 'osn an ii>'as nyae»ai nxaipa an mio 
sin pn n'aa bioe» i>as 'mo nxaipa nnaina ni> 'aao si>i nnis pjraena 
ifj'as nnin naDa p'yaer si> 8 sasn'.m : ni> yae>o pn n'ai> )nn ni> yaena sin 30 
'i>sai> n'i> nw's i>'a nas p'noew n'aasa niar 'nspi snn’ra ni> p'ayoo : D'e>asi> 

a'i'ne , 'i>i nnini> i.ts .osp 'sn nn'i> 'e^'n snoeo mo si>i iaa saioo 

.. sob 

1 icdcto ? 3 Comp. Baba Batra, 48 b. 3 Comp, the expression W 3 S3 nS. 

4 Gittin, IV, 3 ; Gtmara, ibid., 34 b. 3 «WTNn. * GUI in, 35 a. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

*n*b WK 13D DKt? ‘pal WTD 133 3lbe 'D33 11305? ntWl E"K TSpJI 

1 nrK 

kuk noy pxxii j'D33'3i err nc*K *033 3i?o *oa*3 iim p*a noi 3ibo *D33 
JV 3 nbya **na nnoi nbyab ne'xn mao dki nimpb jo pnb Kpao wk 
n'su *03 nip ntj’N.i .met? ieayi jrrnn’a baxb byab pnayitro |nt? 

3130 *03 ik nbyab nentn mao baK nimpbn to k'xid byan ypipbs? 5 
pontoni 0*133 ba on 3ibo *D33i : nabn pi *3'ar in*3*at in onoe' 

3*'n 13'K H3K IK 13333 DKt? jni'inK byan ba'p xbl nbyab ne*K nD'iaOB' 


py*a m lira nnaina nyant? niobK lispjl *3ibo *D33 pxipi ini'inxa 
nrn ptyba : nno*y byi nab'B by ib'BK ik nnainao oiba ntyon Kbi nniK 


nw'K 


pipe 


liiainao *td nebnern Kbi s d*bbd 3 nyiva "pbya *pb jro Kbe> nniK py*atro 10 

rriis xbi nbi 3 Kbc* mby pbibsci : 'sea nnm nK iki*i ioa mv pt?b Kin mi 

j*bia* px nbya **na naii Kbty nyawib ivi ok bax "pbya nn*o inK oiba 
d*hdx 'nan noa 'bia maK n*ab nbya napo nabn 4 i 3 * 3 e* pty ny*atynb 
'of ba iK 'yet? 'i * pm bba ny* 3 mb pbia* pK 'ina nyan Kb bax nnaina nyantr 

nnaina nyani niobx x*nxi *m* '3 ia xia puen piKi a*aen Ka*n tbfipJI ‘5 
, , . . 1 nw*K 

Kaay *n *3 *kd neno xnbwa wibd kp nby p*aayo 'ob*i ik nb p*an* 

iy nb p*an* xbi nby paayon Kin K 3 *i nbKP n*a nK np* 3 o none ok 

'yot? *33 poo piKi tpbki Ka*n xph bia n 33 nK npooi onpi *m* 'na 

1 _r 

ik nyiaa> vby 1 t piKi *mi*b onsi pnpon 'yot v xinni nei *mtp xba noi 
*ya ibxi 'int? xba n *33 Tpaxn p*a 8 ? 13 *ki p s hobi maK a*troa in *3 ao 
ik piKi yarn 'yet? no ok pi :‘tobi in maK a*troa 'iyo 'iai i*n Kb 'ok 
: bba nyua» imby n*bi maK *a'E*o in nw xa*bi 'yet? 'em* nK i*mv 

by «|K Kb ik nb p'yatro nnaina nxpo n* 3 ni nbya not? nyx NXpJI 

.... , . . . 1 rmy*K 

* 3 K niaiyo moKt? ni 3 B ixpn nyiaca k,k mpa 7 io*n kp nvpo mm? *b 

, 'K 3 'IID'K 

1 PK 31 Di* nr*K 3 p 3 D’o n 3 n»i n*ianp K^noK n 3 ns K*m n*ni:iatra Kim 'pbd as 

ni 3 B • pm no r* no 'oys noa iana irn 3 iaai *133 t?*Kn iniKi nys* 
p'ltr ntPK inai 7 iok nK i*ao is*ki ick nK maotp Kin *pinty rbv ii>* m^a' it 
Dsn ii>*BKi :iniK mi* pw vnoiroa tp*Kn iniK a**n pxi impa xab itrai n*^ 
jyio xmn iijiji o*aia lai^p yninh inn 3 ^> a**n Kinn hkwi n*i> p'pao 

mo Kp *k : 9 ni^o ik mb yaw *o *i* ana o*k m 'cki ib 3 **n xintp n* ana vby 30 
jyo 3 i 

Kin pipa K*byo Kioa* ixbn *in * 3 ao nai 3 it an.Kin it anas* nr 

1 Baba Batra y 50 a. 2 Read V 127 . 9 Read D'EDD. 

4 Ketubot , IX, 6; Geinara , ibid., 86 b. R Kdubot, IX, 8; Gemara , ibid , 87 b. 

6 Comp, pis nrc, 72 a, 5. 7 Read 8 Comp, nancn 'irr, 133. 
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XVIII. 

Fragment T-S., paper, four leaves, two joined and two 
separate, 17x13 cm., neat, small square hand. It repre¬ 
sents the remainder of a Geonic collection of Responsa, 
of which nine have been preserved to us, five in an incom¬ 
plete condition. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is 
missing, deals with the relation of the second holiday to the 
first, especially with regard to the burial of the dead. The 
Gaon decides, on the authority of the Talmud, Shabbat , 139 b, 
that on the first day the work connected with the burial 
of a body must be done by Gentiles, but on the second 
day it must be done by Jews. It is practically identical 
with a Responsum attributed to Natrona! Gaon found 
in the Geonic collection 184, but our fragment presents 
it in a more complete form by far. Especially noteworthy 
is the orthography of the name of the city referred to in 
the above cited passage in Shabbat , in our Responsum "DCO, 
not T 3 BO as it appears in the editions of the Talmud and 
in the T\*V (ibid.). That the reading -DBO is correct is 
corroborated by ‘Arw/r, s. v. KTttnDK (ed. Eohut, 206) \ 
and by the MSS. of the Talmud (comp. Rabbinovicz, on 
Yoma , 10a; also Fragment XXV, 1, recto, line 1, below). 

2. The second Responsum is a brief version of No. 57 
of the Geonic collection anyoi mro OUO 'n, where it is 
ascribed to Natrona! Gaon. But, though a shorter form, 
ours is the better, the one in the collection named being 
in a very corrupt state. The Gaon here decides that it is 
not permitted to keep Sabbath dishes hot by putting them 
into ashes on Friday. 

3. The third Responsum, perhaps also by Natronaa 
Gaon, concerns itself with the materials permitted for 
the Sabbath lights, and is also found in Rabbi Judah bar 
Barzillai Albargeloni, D'nyn 'd, p. 17. 

1 Kohut refers twice to an article but no such article can be found 

in the book. 
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4. Of the fourth Responsum only the beginning is 
preserved. It deals with the same subject as the previous 
one, and like it is found in the D'nyrt 'd (1 . c.). 

5. This Responsum, the beginning of which is missing, 
contains an explanation of the Talmudic passage Ketubot , 
10 a, and the norm for such cases as are there discussed. 

6. The Gaon decides that an individual whose morals 
are not above suspicion is qualified as a witness to a 
marriage, but not as a witness in an inquiry as to whether 
a woman is a widow or divorced. Comp. 85 b, 13. 

7. This Responsum, of which only the beginning is 
preserved, is identical with the somewhat lengthy one 
given in Di'DJ, 86, and deals with the question whether 
a witness may retract a statement of his made outside 
of the court. 

8. In exchange for part of a debt, a debtor agrees to 
give his creditor the use of a shop for a definite time. 
Before the time has elapsed, the debtor has an opportunity 
to sell his shop, and he desires his creditor to leave it. 
The Gaon decides against the debtor. Comp. Y*W, 99 a, 22. 

9. The last Responsum of our fragment is identical with 
that ascribed to Nahshon Gaon in the collection yV, 98 b, 20, 
than which it is better phrased and lengthier. What is 
particularly noteworthy in our text is the explanation 
of the word n^an, which is entirely new. The case dealt 
with is that of a day-labourer who has undertaken a day’s 
job for a stipulated hire. In the middle of the day he 
refuses to go on with the work. His employer represents 
to him the difficulty of securing another working-man at 
that time, and also that he will have to pay a proportion¬ 
ately larger wage to the man who consents to do a half¬ 
day’s work. The Gaon decides against the working-man, 
and rules that the employer may withhold his hire until 
he has paid the new labourer what he may demand, while 
the first one must then be content to take the difference 
between this sum and that agreed upon for his whole 
day’s hire. 
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(Loaf i, recto.) 

nh 3 pm* '*i3 na^n pm* 'm ait? *d bv 
d*d* 'in 1 nrnoa nba^ai ana nabn 
nan i>Nioen 1 an nspn vx-\b& D'aiu 
nmn :nra nniDN nta mhi iminn 
snaim Nan ncNn naivi iai wna 5 
p nai> Nnoir6 pai nSp!> pa am n*nia 
Di'a no Nan 'DNn ’'can la li’pw no 
aita Di*a ptstay 13 ipoym ptPNn aiD 
D'D* *3EO 1 ^'BNl 'nC" 13 |*pD»nD ')'& 

nyaa p pNc> no rosrn v» m bv maia to 
N't^P *ni : room nr*? pni nabn iai 
nanl>e> idvd bhibd naa 4 naeo yan 
D’ctp *cnna Dntn : nmn *33 p'N jne> 
rn^cn Dm nriN nmn *eam nmn *33 
b inW natra *333 oai> t 3 itp&i> 15 
ISnioa 13'3B^ D*aiB*n dhn n5>n 
fm |na j^Ditbs? nm*np 'e’en 
niDaa jniN poaoi nat? anyo pona 
P3HD31 pnpata p3a *wnn 


From to to rrm^D not in n # c, 184. * Bezah, 4 b. 

Shabbai, 139 b. 

Ibid., 139 a ; our texts read -00, and Rabbinovicz has no variants. 
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(Leaf r, verso.) 

n3$>im npooxoi niiNin ni*D*3 ineoi 
*i;? nju *nh 'a pei3 rueon rne> *$>*$>3 
f*013 .13D0H $>3B 1 U'NI 13 <1*DN IN 
P’IDN NP DlpD $>33 NOVO 'NO 1 1DN 
PN J*D1 ND$>N pD13 p66* NCB> m’TJ 5 
'mn • nd$>jo ns3n die’ 3 i*nn i$> 

'13 * IDinn N$>1 B>3$>3 N$> i*p*$>1D PN 

IN 'D 3 ri 3 IN NDp N3H3 }ND3 .13$>,1 
D'osro 13'NI 13 psio '"I *1313 

NJD *1311 Dil* 131 D'311pB> f3B> $>31 io 

i3*n 'osn 8 p*idn xpi pit? ni*n$> xop 

31 'ON NJ113 311 1.10*3 N3'N NOp N30 
$>3 pj'^B palO 'l $>3N *D**DD N$>1 

no n$>n i$> px 'on * pm* 'ii n*$>» *Njn 
Nil 'B>a>l 'D3n , WDB> is 

'D3n 11DNB> D’30B> 1310 "3N * ND31 
3niTl*N13 IN .1313 |13$.1 J .13 pp*$>10 pN 

1 From tch to not in o<oa; the copyist jumped from the first 
pro to the second. 

* Shabbat, II, i ; Oemara , ibid., 20 b. 

* Shabbat , 34 b. 4 Ibid., 26a. 

1 Our texts read now, but MS. M. has also oor. 6 Shabbat , 21 a. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

pn ’on Kan «[» 1 'hai roc mo'jxh 
'can &'jnn no p nxn pxn mb xroaD 
nmo Dnx px nprn xan 'on [ropna 
xmaD [cm an qxi ; nn'Daoi mwDa 
ann rocpb xnxn xnaj xvmn pxn rob 5 
an mb 'ox 'nxvo mna nna rob 'ox pm 
rob xo'an xnanao naia niaox pm 
pro an xro pro anb rob pnrpci 
px: 'nxso mna nna 'ox dk 'oxn xin 

s <i®; wra 1 "ren 

naia rob paooi pxjn pr>noi 10 
nxnnan xnx anna xjxpdd xnevn 
ninaa jxa oero xnx an 'noxpn xin 
neo 'itiob n}iia pa cnan nci 'itria ;xai 
mna nna pa yr> xnb'ob nb moan p'a 
3'D3 xbn |va mna p’noi nine iawb 15 
ww nnBb mna nna pa jrr Kb bba rob 
p'.no xbi mna 

nvnjjn by nimn '&n 


1 Ketubot , 10 a. 8 Read cm. 

8 The words ntr: and nr: irwr between the lines is the explanation 
of the copyist of the Talmudic text referred to by the Gaon. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

nny pai No^jn nny pa nyni> mo 
n'i> n'D ni>ya 'ai>Bn THDtn paa nc^ft 
'tncaa np'db «n mm tmn pan 
nny$> ntso nvnyn by myna 'mi 
tan 'm '5nai nby nw an ni> rppnoi 5 
'DvS biosn new nny payi> pna an rmoi 
pna am xan 'dn nbb an kdww to'an 
ntrN n'b N'voon nH’ao npiBtt$> 

Kpn p'HD nn« byi nieni> nh'yi> i> 3 « 
mm sd'K’b pnow sra'o Npnno 10 
■mi) NB'ny n.n noth mo 'naoi win 
ona .maa nnnn nn« i>ya niena nman 
pnott xh , D 8 'DNp Ipnc' D'3U3 
Many 'bd rri > 1 Nin'on noan pan 
'mi nsbn pi Nrrai 15 

wwi yvvb nnya ynr n'n pun 
paw 4 pun jni» Pki minn ni> * 'opi> 
iran fcaiooa 'Naa tomm? n’ist 
twin minn ni> intaai na verb 


1 Sanhedrin, a6b. 

* httpoi, belonging to him only; comp, the reading of the MSJ. in 
Rabbinovicz, on Sanhedrin , a6 b. 

5 -mopb. 

4 In wToa the text reads pyoc prrt "io>o, but pyo© must not be 
taken as the subject of 


M 
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(Leaf 3 , recto.) 

’ xnni xnt nn n'b avn nm ntpon 5 *y 
*... jo.. 1 pna nn'Di? xi>n pnnn ’wnx 
w!>bi xne> xncn poi pie> pmn tv 
xnun Kin tiix pixn$> rr*» 'dxi t!> xnx 
* 'yovh rri> nsnsT ’Tin xia’rr tain 5 
no'tn 'Tin b\pv pyDe£ n'b 'dx p*n 
TV 'jjdi? rp^ 'dx 4 xnun!> npaar "p'D 
iby b n*NT pit? pmn xiD^ntroT 
xni-mix xnun b n’x xn pwo 'dxi 
hid no^nenn xnun tnn 5 > xa'Tpr 10 
'uriD '!>n nprm xip’Bi x$> 'dx pit? pmn 
xppd n'ana 'X pixn rri> 'ox xnwn 
xncn ito xi>x pvT'D i ? xrp xi> i ? n’ana *D 
n'ana 4 rr^n 'tsdt by nn n'ana xin 
pa NT 3 pa xntina ttd^> xi>x nb 15 
pan * tidxt xm »xd xin xniirnxa 
mcTJ frorixT xa'n xnt? xniat?o DnD 
'Ta n’b aw xniin it 6 paw 'Tin 

HD'33 from KD 3 , and not from ro:. * pi wov p pun. 

«= r 6 o. 4 Text not very clear ; probably to be read 'Vt. 

*Baba Mezia, 68 a. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

ww p moa yvrob 'yar tovaa 'nr 
t6en tow pan tvb itt Yrnoi> 5 >'a' 
pyoen ttnjyoi prtn rt'b 'cup pa 
n'pnwnij i^a' tth mn wr^yo ttruyo 
by ejtei rrtona pas? pmn poinsn ny 5 
nm wnrw wwn 'b n'tt n'i> 'ottp aa 
ttnutw , ’atton 'yo nro rrroa 5 >a wi> na 
'ytai Rive na 'ntt ^'bk 'to tarts d'^k 
ttnsatrtsn noa naroi> iwatn vb nsarcsi* 
non 'tw an 'tstt *'not<p pyoen tn'a 10 
Nruatro 'Kta mono ttnon 'attD 'V 
nan ton^ rons apes 'kd!> n'as toraen 
i^dn ontt ore6 naia& ^a' t6n trrco 
nsaensn jtes ni> 'ytan pn tnvo nai» 
wnrw ttnurra n*i> naW* per i>ai nos 15 
patron tow :ton p rri> n'H 
i»»a' ttb bwb t<in a: by tp ttottnD n’i> 

Tina ' pnottp pas? pmn ny wp6o^ 

1 Read 'H*n. * Baba Mtfia, xo8b. 8 Baba Kama, 79 a. 


M 2 
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(Leaf 4, recto.) 

rtfe’D up'n is powa row upw 
t)D 33 J 13 P 3 VppHB» DBOI TlOTph 

spaa rupj nnw 73 nptroi nocoi 
n'i> i:p kd^k yp*ip nrwr npmai notsa 
npiwr^ ^ 3 ’ 1 turori N'nni> rri> 'oto 5 

'03 M'm : rrton d 5 »wt ny rwo 
*6 odd tmun rri> pwi pnsn rrentn 
jo kw jo t'VM mno pruo in i>o’ 

'mn : to p'Totn **wt an 
Tynei* [y]oe£ n'i> iawi pun 10 
n'i» 'on non rrobu nod 01 ndv S»o rri> 

N3p'3B» pixi n'5> 'ok ivnoi> w'ya t 6 
'to n'^jne ro pnot? n!> won '«m 7^ 
novi to^B 'tana piay t6 nas turoe'o 
'yoe* n'b 'oni Koi' rvinai 7^1 uxa t6 is 
iro 5 > n'ya '« nasi *5 >h ntn to^pt? ksk 

1 Read rrzroc Nrn;n H'rmb rrb tout. 1 Baba Mczia , 68 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

patpob nnn w «n!> uk "jV irtnoi jwb 
, kti^d mrri win pan 'kd ton put? 

wnt?B d'^d -own 1 ttp'DB taa 

nrm nan tont? nan i>ar nitron p 
nn^p •Die' nr 'in dik *pt«r Dipo |na s 
nan? noa ip ni>p 'now jjpoo itt 

aia jiat? na"' 5 pro ai 'ok d.t5>p 
pro ai^ ttai iTa’nwi ai by *|tn pro 
D'trom o'pam ip on^p nit? noa ip 
mat? pa Dnn pro ai npi'ar nr 10 
Koi' n'toa ppot? rri> -ran in 4 Dnn n^an 
nat? na ip prtn n'i>p uk n^'ki raona 
n'UN p ppoe6 ?rb a’n' t6r ppotm 
vri> n^'an mat? par s dptd Drt? 

P'N partm D'b ni»'3n Kin neni’B 'anr 15 
.... tt 5>mn Nntn inn 'xna 5>pto npatrr 
•hoBi tnw mi frnttS rrn'ai* n'nto 

1 Baba Mejia, VI, x ; Oemara, ibid., 75 b below. 

1 Our texts read ot? pKV, but MS. R, as well as the Miehnah, ed. Lowe, 
agree with our reading. 

* Baba Mejia, 78 a. 

4 Probably a repetition from the previous line. 

• Read pen .. 'ur d mn hVi . .. . inn too hhhi. 
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XIX. 

Fragment T-S., paper, four leaves, 19x13 cm., small, 
neat square hand; first page not copied, because rubbed. 
It represents the remainder of a Geonic collection of 
Responsa, of which six have been preserved, two, the 
first and the last, in an incomplete condition. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is missing, 
contains an explanation of the Talmudic passage, Niddah , 6 a, 
which deals with the question whether the laws of Levitical 
purity were observed after the destruction of the Temple. 

2. The second Responsum gives the reasons for the 

orthography of the words in a bill of divorce prescribed in 
Gittin , 85 b. The text of the Talmud before the Gaon 
differed essentially from our present text. It did not 
contain the words "jno 'b yo&OT which are 

a variant of the next phrase "jnD^ ai rob tth, for we may 
properly assume that none of the explanations now in the 
Talmud formed a part of the original text. It further 
appears that the words |" 3 xm ..... P 3 WI pwm are also 
an amplification of the original text, and at the time of 
the Gaon were not yet accepted as an integral part of the 
Talmud. The reason for the three yods in pwn*i pwm 
according to the Gaon is to distinguish the second person, 
feminine, of the imperfect, from the third person, feminine, 
with the suffix of the first person singular. In general, 
it may be said, that the stress laid upon the orthography 
used in a bill of divorce is partly due to the fact that the 
language of this legal instrument was not the Aramaic 
spoken in Babylonia, but that of Palestine, and all efforts 
were directed to the end of maintaining the historical 
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peculiarities of the wording. It was nevertheless necessary 
to guard against the false readings that might arise from 
the peculiarities of the Babylonian dialect. Therefore they 
spelled 1 * 3 (with three yods) to indicate the consonantio 
value of yod as well as the i-sound appertaining to it, and 
distinguish it from to be read with the a-sound. 

From this point of view, we understand, and agree with, 
the Gaon when he holds, that an infringement of these 
regulations does not in all cases invalidate the bill. They 
do not touch the essential points of the document *. 

A noteworthy feature is the way in which the Gaon 
quotes (leaf 2, recto, line 13) the Palestinian saying: Nl'J 
'yvtb p-mru, putting the Babylonian wcdh for the 

Palestinian piw, and for 

This Besponsum is more or less identical with that found 
in the collection of Harkavy on p. 229, where it is ascribed 
to Babbi Hai Gaon s . In part it is repeated in the same 
collection on pp. 5 and 129. 

3. The third Besponsum also deals with one of the 
regulations for bills of divorce. It gives a full explanation 
of the words D'n nano. In the course of his explanation, 
the Gaon quotes Kiddvshin , 72 a, his version being widely 
different from that in our text of the Talmud, as well as 
from that in the manuscripts 4 * , neither the printed text nor 
the manuscripts containing the word 6 NDriDT after fcntwi. 
There can be no doubt that the reading of the Gaoi\ is 
correct. It is manifestly absurd to mark the boundary of 
a country by “the second bridge/’ without stating the 

1 The Babylonian form is without nun, but it seems that the longer 

form was sometimes used, and then the yod had its consonantio value. 
Comp. Trcn, V, 235-7, 498 ; and VI, 325-9, where several unsatisfactory 
explanations of the longer form are given. 

3 Comp. Maimonides, pnm, IV, 19, and the quotation from a Geonic 
source in Rabed ; also p. 98 above; and y'tt. 15 a, 28. 

3 Muller has no reference whatsoever to the Rcsponsum in his Mafleah . 

4 Quoted by Berliner, Beitrdge sur Geographic und Ethnographic BabyionitmSj 

p. 21. 

6 This is also the reading of Rabbi Sherira Gaon in y'c, 15 b, 30. 
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situation of the bridge. Mahoza, as is well known \ lay on 
the Tigris, so that the expression “the second bridge” 
becomes intelligible when it is connected with Mahoza. 

4. The fourth Responsum, similar in character to the 
third, defines the term with precision: “ tOTlD comprises 
a number of districts—Damascus, Aleppo, Mabbok—extend¬ 
ing to Haran; all the country along the upper Euphrates 
is called a .” 

This Responsum occurs in Harkavy’s collection, p. 230, 
where it follows the second Responsum of our fragment, 
and like the latter it is ascribed to Rabbi Hai Gaon. 

5. The fifth Responsum contains an explanation of the 
passage Moed Katan, 3 b, dealing with the Sinaitic Halakah 

nwttt ntry. Strangely enough, the Gaon omits the 
main point, that the permission to cultivate land for 
the benefit of trees refers, not to the Sabbatical year proper, 
but to a short season preceding it, 

6. The sixth Responsum, the end of which is missing, 
contains the Gaon’s decision, that a lamp used on the 
Sabbath may not be handled even after the light is extin¬ 
guished. Similar decisions on the same subject are cited in 
the Geonic collection n'e>, 236 and 237, on the authority 
respectively of Rabbi Natronai and Rabbi Zemah. But 
the present Responsum is identical with neither of these 
two. 


1 Comp. Berakot , 59 a; Baba Kama, 30 a. 
* Comp. Maimonides, Terumot, I, 3. 
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(Leaf 1 , verso.) 

'13 '3*1 TOP 'TOJrti n^V P'B'pCI 

\ma 'dr uyi>R '*ia naivt jw lant? nrod 
moK 'r pmn nysra vby iidd$> uyi>R 'i ton 
'3*1 nD'3 nonn mm ian nonm Rotaa 
mn '3'n 'ai 'o'a pip enpi niDR 'R r 5 >r 5 
pie Nnan rW 'em t&yia p« ja'piBci 
’"3 N 'dri «n ^Rtroi 'RW>aa 

yovtn pi> a'roi> r 5 > rd '3 3»nai jrd 'nh 
'du '3'n Rnyot? 'i>iai pi awa'i* r!>r pi 
Rim R*m i>ai noyoi nha wi'di pan ni> 10 
Rina ibid rpdi rpnaSia rd'j a'na'R 'Ri 
u pn^iaa ir pnnxpoa ir " 3Ri 'jto 
mans rc' 3 RnRi ruir 'ri r$> ir rd'3 ^'dd’d 
' iwa'R 'mat? p'y i>a ir 5 >i Rin RP'm ruir 
maipni> mo Rne>a Rin Ram r$>r onni> j'^wi 15 
RnyoB' R'n pan • ni>'*6 mannsi RO'a Rinnb 
pi airo'i* r^> RD'a a'nai |rd 'r.i " 3 R 'dr 
aina'a rS jti aina'a r$>r Ran yoeui 
• >ioi> aina'a r 5 >r Rain yoeui im:$> 
ainaa r$>r nis'R ycem ma'R aina ; a rS jo 
yotau r^'ki 11511 i'ib mauh nu« 
»oby 'Sai RDi*a 'an RnyTO ri 'ia 

* Niddah, 6 a, end. * Gif/in, 85 b. 
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(Loaf 2, recto.) 

nn^n aina'ji na pddidi pan now 
wens n!>'ni p''a*nn pinma m' 
pawn iNia ma “pmS p'avni [min 
ppasn pa'in wens n^'ni ppia'tm nii 
votna pm ana w Nin pan i.moyoi 5 
n'Ni ton iota wo 'a'!> 'inn pm 
'onp n^i paimn idd i'i> ana'oi> 'tr6'y 
ana ini -pi> n'anai paimn ibd 1.73 pm 
wens *m NyNiai> mi> '^n xin -|ne!> 

Naina 'am' n’a'in iota pint? pa6o 10 
N3NB"i> nrn'N ama in p'aybi *Nain^ in 
Piein njvty new nor 'din pu6a niui 
NJ^ an 'JNtsna nti 1 bens em nm n^y 
'n nil 'onp 'an 'nm io'ei> 'nNi nitp^ 
nr Nin 'wm ppia'p ni> en n'jr on nm 15 
dvd 1a |'nb> pi iai [ib 6 na nai ana 'ni 
TE'D i> 'nw n'cni’D pan nai >Sci Nin 
'nn: o'p'i D'iai 'am' nn'in na 
pm* nni>n 'omn -pm v 'niu n^ 
pti^ni'm !>an nan in$> p"avm p"mna 20 
'‘j'li? pinn ni> 'dnp 'am wens n 5 >i 
paii'na 'du pan Nam *'!>ni> p’avni 

1 Pesikta , ed. Buber, XI, 96 a ; Tanhuma , ed. Buber, Deut* 21, and in 
many other places quoted by Buber, but in all these places pruna is used 
instead of ’2Kcn. 
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(Leaf 2, verso.) 

pann nBD ycvo win vb mib ppuen 

DWIJD D'BON 1BD PP'3B» TnJtO 

m pan*n mrroi> into troty o'bon in 
• mnnan tbdi iwt) n*uN w noii> |*Bnn'J 
ktp nS pyoi> pawn D'nann nvni> nw $>a 5 
^yan bow noijn >bro nw nan pa 
Nnwn $>ya .t5 > ann Na*m n nynyi> 

'jna ibid nyoi d!w dj ana’oi* iBiDi> 

NnaDi» irn'N'm nd'pb pnvp'oa in pn^ia 
nuin pi n*ibd 5 > 1 nwN 'N i>3N n'i> ppno 10 
tb tmt ma Naw'o in nb'j win Np'nn 
'Npi 'aiDr«b N'nN 'n 'N-n ni> p'pDjno 
iitp 'an pm a'nan mn 'dni nynyo 'Np ^ya 
pan'ri tbo arona^ ton ton *.t 6 noN 
•nm n^i nw 'Nan nu'N n'anan '«n in 15 
'jn w£bd Kofon nai n'anan *nh in 
tb jyaDJD n^> '«m D’taa O'pn onana 
>T 3 nw nd'j 'Nna Nawna 'n 4 o^iyin 
Niri'a in [Sa in twuoyo 'an nvpo 
mabo txb ana ‘pnn *Nvn vb pa ao 
ot tb no nia^b oe b ... naw ru'Nb 

1 Read rm^. * Read rr?. 8 » ma vhv to cam ma cm mvt »mt». 
4 See Harkavy, p. 239: *hi pto r 6 , which is incorrect. 

4 Giffin, Mishnah , VIII, 5; Gemara, ibid., 79 b. 
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(Leaf 3, recto.) 

nnraa n\n nun janr6i nun p'aab p> nui>o 
nro Nvn nnroa anai anyoa anyoa anai 
non idb> n:'K> rtroi nro cj nanvi n;oi 
i>ai nroi nro xsn mu oen wy db» 
oite dik'd idk |wpoi na 1 Mn ounnn 5 
und 'n pk p'pnDi nroo *foni s kui' nui>D 
'ik K^nyn kde'd KJuen an *'dkt rrvyvb 
lyaott' yaooo nitron !u tkd 'n nu 
nn'S *-1100 nSm 4 K'Yi' pooa onaan 
8 'em ibid myo puyb pc' bai n'KD 'nni> 10 
tkd 'n nan n an 'ck win an 'dk K3K 'n 
D'nroi nao ninn ‘nKBo dk 'dik 'oan !uk 
oen nu OB' noen idb» nauu i'nd ,m b 'oan 
’D3 pnono 'tw an 'dk nroo nSnt? nnu 
oen nu db» nocn idb» ran? onpn 7 kpu 15 
vuanoi wanyj tkd 'n kdd'k '|kd nnu 
nnpnb no nnoKpn »kd Iuk pan k!>k 
naion Kan K’ya’O k^> n^ni? nun'Di kdd^ 
utd pnpno k!> i»n rP3ipni» Knitri an' k^> 

|i> n'i> KniBn naio {? a.T i$>uk k^k iun nani> 20 
'nanb ana'oi* prx pan* can ony db» i5>uki 
niB^ ktobh bn pni> ann Dipoa k!>k inn 
wk »jK *'dkp 'ov 'n pa'K pn nu 'Di 'to nbv 

Our texts read V?Hn. 8 Our text of the Talmud reads wm. 

Gitfin, 80 a. 4 Not in our texts in this passage. 

Qitfin, 80 b. 6 nro: dn not in our texts. 

Our texts read 'idi n:ro wran pn f]n . 

Our texts read no ,5 tn rf? *:np jno nn. 

Qi((in , Misknah , VI, 7 ; Gemara , ibid., 66 b. 
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(Leftf 3, verso.) 

D^m'3c> iron pi n' 3 ^> 'on ^'djw pf’sipo 
txd 'i n^y 'j’tai n$> uni umi noi” 
nsSi 'an 'on ijttiosr 1 'em uix b^x ruum 

*?xmr\ *Di' 'is °.ij 

D'n ro'ico D3 N'3cn * pm xn 5 
i >31 B 1 TD 3 PPDB’XI D'PI rO'TO MU 'XD 

nxp D’n roHD foiB'’ px ’ 3 ji> nunen 
'mi • x 5 > ir xbii'd 'xnb mn'x 'nb 
px 'Dinnf> d'ivd 3 'n' xp ixb *d rpn'x 
pixi> rvoiDDm p^pcxi isy iV'dxi ^>xib” 10 
n'n'h $>3 'v px oinrn nijfaiDm bxiB* 
i >33 1 ^’BXI . 1 ^ 'ixp D’n rU'ID $>X 1 B" px JD 
• pDnv puyb xii pou puyb xip'yo *dj 
nD’y $>xie” pixi xeny i >33 pom' puyh 
'dx 3 t 4 i >33 p'lcxi *mb fpnxi iy 'bxb 15 
'n 3 'nnsi ptDui> bxien pixs x’n ’in 
Dpi mroi) DpiD 'oix min' 'i n’oi’ 

* D1113 Jl^pB'XI nm(i p^pB'XD nilD3 
njisvh i>33 xm povs i3yi pcvi> oyo 
13y 'IX I’XD 'l pm XD’P bxitr pixi ao 
VXD 'l 1 ^’BXI poub X B" pixs X*n ’in 
XpniDI i>33 $>3X X31PD1 uy3 x^x 'exp xi> 

1 Git (in, 66 b. 2 Gi(fin , Mishnah , I, 1 ; Gemara, ibid , 3 a. 

3 Kiddushin , 69 b. • rrt |pr^n T? mi? nte *•» ? 5 Gif fin, 6 a. 
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(.Leaf 4, recto.) 

i>aao na^ ni> pico tom rb amao ton vb 
nan nsinn ‘tpr an aw urn 

ttnnon tnenan norm ttany ny 5>an 
*wn ffn nanoa nro pm 

a[a]° ‘pan aann ten btizm 5 

m 'tt itne* pt6 tonaD mat? D'nan ntpfra 
•i'ttyot?' pe^a act? noa tonao ton taapo 
a^m pcnan paa km naano ntaa tonao 
wi>y byv naoipo jnatt pn njn paana 
'foyot? 7 pc6a nocn tonaD panp me 10 
way tow 'oniD anaa 'onaD pt?S njtooao 

i>y 'atonao anatt pttnapi ^aaa tanta ma 
ta ^Kewa • ttnpa ton taapo anatt or 

naSn man ‘Tama nany naynaa * nen? 
n'jnat? pjjfc najrtaa nt?y 'to * 5 'at?o rwob 15 
^>a6a yanrS t?anr6 'cm nott n'jnat?a 'otn 
tat? vr ott ^att meat? nat6o i>a natpyin 
ntaaa naab'ttn ^aea t?anni> nnao naaVtt 
mtry nya tattoo 'a'oo nmb nabn payw 
• not&a nnt?yo nnaDa man naab'tt *pnx^ ao 
nt?y * pnn naoto ttan mtwa 7 'nYa'^tt ina6 
^a ptsnan ntto n'a lana nannoo najrtaa 
naSn nat? nmnt? nany • jV'atra ntto n'a 

1 Kiddushin, 73 a ; comp, the introductory note. 1 (Tiffin, 8 a. 

s Moid Katan, 3 b. 4 Read ■pc'ai. 8 Read 'XQ 

4 Read rrooVi. 7 Cancelled by the scribe. 8 Shcbtit t I, 6. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

noth nai>n n*on -pD'J • 'roo nvzb 
• ann *d' nyat? i>a D'd 1 paonat? • o'dd 
oidd 5 >oi>Di> ino 

nan nann pan tq,v nniKa vbv ip'bnnp 
enn na pboi»tao * 10am niDKts' ton nna 5 
*nna b 'ik tkd 'n mim 'n 'nan je" k!> !> 3 k 
vbm nr nao pin i>oi>Di> nnio nanote 
ninan b 'eik pyot? 'n nae> nnwa na 
nnio naa nap nniKa pinn mo pn ptatao 
ai by *iki prop 'na una^n min n^o^ob 10 
nai>n ncK pm' 'n 'ok ran na na nan 4 'DKn 
noK 'yo 'kd 'an KnaSn n'i> pyoe> 'na 
an na o'^b *'dk aini nb KT3D tb min 'ck 
pyoe» 'na nai>n natt»n i>aa 'ok nn Kram xnK 
nono 'ck nni • dik'd ncno nvpoo na 15 
none nvpioo na pyop 'na nai>n ’oa Dima 
nae> nniKa *ia ip'inne» na ima *kdi niD'K 
D1DB1 • nai»n pi pyc» 'na nai>n pk kd 5 >k 
nen ni>oi>oi> mom mown nani> D'oa nspo 
i>oi>oi> nnio 'an main? nimoB 7 Kmn 'n 'ok 'ok jo 
•.•ion nmm nai>m ’pK.n oKir'i* pnni ‘naea 
Kina WK^ 'JK2^i> 'nn Ka*m Ka’.n i»an 
'an non'K 'K k^k p’aoD Kina Kae^ai Kpin 

Read p 3 D:o«. 3 Shabbat , 44 a. 

Our text and the MSS. read pbrcVco rrrun to. 4 Shabbat, 45 b. 

Ibid., 157 a. • Read to. 7 Road wnn S tow 'oh on. 

Shabbat, iai a, end. 9 = ;>rwrr. 
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XX. 

Fragment T-S., paper, two leaves, 19x15 cm., square 
writing, with a slight tendency to cursive. It contains 
eighteen Geonic Responsa, three of them incomplete. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is missing, 
contains the decision of the Gaon regarding a childless 
widow and the Yabam who had been converted to another 
religion. The case was as follows: The brother of the 
deceased husband had given the woman Halizah, and at 
the same time turned the inheritance from his brother over 
to her, the transfer being effected by a Gentile court. The 
other heirs of the husband objected, but the Gaon upheld 
the right of the Yabam to dispose of his brother's in¬ 
heritance. quite as though he had remained a Jew, and 
also endorsed the transfer as made by the Gentile court. 

2. The second Responsum contains the law regarding 
the legal majority of women, based on Gittin , 64 b-65 a. It 
must be noted, however, that the Gaon’s statement, 1 recto, 
lines 19-21, is not a direct quotation from this passage, 
but is a combination of it with Yebamot , 108 a, as is proved 
by what he says about niDtyD (line 23). We may, therefore, 
conclude that the Gaon had the same text in Giifin as 
Alfasi, and as Maimonides, Ishut, IV, 7, which in turn 
agrees with that of Rab Amram Gaon in di'dj, 97. These 
identical texts would seem to disprove the opinion of Rabbi 
Zerahiah Gerondi, that Alfasi s reading goes back to Rabbi 
Hai Gaon, who changed the original text of the Talmud. 
Our Responsum agrees with Rab Amram Gaon in other 
respects, too. Both maintain that a woman of DW 2*' 
or D'JDD rwoonty is considered to be of age. But while Rab 
Amram holds with Rabbi Meir, in Niddah, 52 a-b, our 
Responsum holds with Rabbi Jehudah. 
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3. The third Responsum seems to be an extract from 
Rabbi Zemah Qaon, in the collection 127 a, 30. It 
contains the decision that the word of a slave who asserts 
that he has become a Jew, but does not live as one, does 
not deserve credence, and his owner may, if he likes, sell 
him to a Gentile. Comp. DTiyn 'D, 238. 

4. The fourth Responsum contains explanations of various 
passages in Tebamot , without, however, offering anything 
of importance. It is a matter for regret that the Gaon 
did not explain the expression H 33 D in the phrase 
n»D mw, variously interpreted by the later commen¬ 
tators and by the lexicographers \ By the mistake 
of copyists, who did not understand the expression, n )30 
appears twice as rono in the Jerusalem Talmud, Terumot , 
VH, 44 d, and Kiddvshin , IV, 66 a. 

5. The fifth Responsum, like all the rest to follow, except 
one, deals with Halakic questions concerning the Passover. 
It contains the Gaon’s explanation of Pesdhim , 45 b. He 
reads ftM, and explains it as meaning a spherical mass, 
while our text has DfiO. Compare, however, Rabbinovicz, 
Dikduie Sofer im , 'AruJc, IV, 307, and II, 80. 

6. The sixth Responsum contains the Gaon’s explanation 
of nonn, which he connects with Din, potsherd, the material 
of which the vessel was made in which the nonn was kept. 
A similar etymology is given by the author of the 'Arulc, 
s.v. Din and nonn, who has in mind the clayey con¬ 
sistency of the mixture. Needless to say that both ex¬ 
planations are false; as its form 2 proves, nonn indicates 
something that has been scraped off, and is related to Din 
only in so far as this word means a thing with which 
one can scrape. 

7-8. The seventh Responsum is merely the question 
addressed to the Gaon without the reply given by him. 
There is the possibility, however, that lines 12 (beg. t6)- 


1 Comp. *Aruk, IV, 353, and Rashi, ad loo. 
* Comp. Barth, Nominalbildung , $ 43 c. 

N 
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17 (dtibd), on leaf 2, recto, which we numbered as the 
eighth Responsum, may be the latter part of the Gaon's 
opinion, the intermediate portion having been omitted by 
an oversight of the copyist. The question concerns itself 
with the preparation of certain sorts of Passover pastry, 
and it may be conjectured that the Gaon was led to give 
an explanation of ro^n in Pesahim , 39 b. 

9. Here we have the decision of the Gaon that no 

marriages are to be performed on the intermediate days 
of Passover and Tabernacles. The same opinion is held 
by different Geonim, as appears from Responsa in other 
Geonic collections. Compare a*n, 156; 81; and nV, 

218. Our Responsum, however, is not identical with any 
of these. 

10. The tenth Responsum gives the opinion of the Gaon, 

that nVD baked by a Gentile under the supervision of a Jew 
may be used during Passover for all purposes except for 
mvo nxo. The same view is held by the Geonim Kohen- 
Zedek and Rabbi Hai, while the Gaon Rabbi Joseph ben 
Mari prohibits the use of such unleavened bread entirely. 
Compare II, 92-3; n'P, 291; in ; and B*n, 166. 
Our Responsum is nearly identical with the one found 
in the collection hi, and its probable author is 

Eohen-Zedek. 

11. This is the decision of the Gaon that the blessing is 
to be recited over each of the four cups drunk at the 
Passover meal. The opinion is shared by many Geonim. 
Compare II, 99, and Miiller, Maftcah, 84, no 1 . The 
ascription of the opposite view to the Gaon Kohen-Zedek * 
in Tut , Orah Hayyirn , 477, contradicts our fragment, 
which ostensibly gives the opinion of Kohen-Zedek. The 
Tur probably made use of the passage in vfv just referred 
to, and was misled, by an ambiguous expression used there, 
into attributing to Kohen-Zedek a view opposite to that 
actually held by him. Comp, also T\*&, 287; Kohen-Zedek’s 

1 Comp, also nmo, 276. 

a It is improbable that Tur refers to Kohen-Zedek, II. 
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opinion as there given agrees with our fragment Responsa 
282-287 in n'p are perhaps extracts from a Seder Haggadah 
by Kohen-Zedek l . 

12. In this Responsum the Gaon explains why the bene¬ 
diction is not recited before Hallel at the Passover meal. 
The author is probably Rabbi Zemah Gaon. Compare P'V, 
II, 99,100, and n't?, 102. 

13. The Gaon decides that the blessing over the two 
cakes of unleavened bread at the Passover meal must be 
said over one cake that has been broken, and one whole 
cake. The same procedure is prescribed by the Geonim 
R&b Amram, Kohen-Zedek, and Rabbi Joseph. The only 
dissenting opinion is held by Rabbi Hai Gaon, who main¬ 
tains, that while two whole loaves are required for every 
other holiday, on the Passover the cakes may either be 
broken or whole 2 . The natural sense of the passage in 
Berakot , 39 b, endorses the opinion of the three Geonim, 
and contravenes the opinion of Hai. It seems, however, 
that in the time of the Amoraim the origin of the custom of 
using one broken cake and one whole cake was no longer 
known. In the days of the Temple, two whole cakes were 
used at the Passover meal as at any other holiday. But, 
unlike our present custom, the recital of the Haggadah 
took place after the meal 3 , when only bits of the cakes 
remained to illustrate the story. The broken nw thus 
became identified with the Haggadah, and remained so 
even after the new custom of reciting the story before 
the meal came in vogue, when there was no longer any 
necessity for the broken pieces. Again, the holiday cha¬ 
racter of the Passover required the use of a whole cake, 
too. Thus the two cakes, the broken cake and the whole 
cake, were made to serve each a purpose of its own, the 

1 Comp. J. Derenbourg, in Geiger’s WissenschaJUiche ZeiUchrtft, V, 398 ; 
Muller, Mafteah , 83, and HandschriJUiche, Jehudai Gaon sugewiesene Lehrs&tze, 17. 

* II, 103; comp, nan 'no, 379; and 10a. 

* Comp. R. Mordecai ben Hillel on Pesahim noD to no; comp., however, 
MekOta de R. Shim* on, 33, and Hoffmann’s note thereto (4). 

N 2 
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one to perpetuate an old habit, the other to mark the 
holiday character of the Passover. 

Another Passover meal custom, the fnhpn jvvpjj, “re¬ 
moving the table,’ 1 underwent a similar development. As 
we have seen, the Haggadah was recited originally after 
the meal. The “removal of the table/' marking the end 
of an Oriental meal 1 , became the signal for the beginning 
of the Haggadah. Later, when the meal came after the 
story, the custom of “ removing the table ” was continued 
as a pail of the Passover ceremonial. 

14. The fourteenth Responsum deals with one who forgets 
to count the 'Orner . Partly, it is identical with the 
decision attributed to Rabbi JehudaS Gaon 2 ; but it con¬ 
tains a rather obscure amplification, found in no other 
source, which makes a distinction between an intentional 
omission and real forgetfulness. 

15. This Responsum is a note on * Erubin, 53 b, which, in 

spite of its brevity, throws entirely new light on the passage. 
According to our present text of the Talmud, the Galilean 
woman, typically careless of her speech, says instead 

of 'nybw. But even the most ignorant could not mistake 
a 3 for a a in pronunciation; the two letters are often 
interchanged in writing, but not in speaking. Besides, 
there is no such word as in any Aramaic dialect, 

to cause a slipshod pronunciation. The Geonic reading, 
therefore, which puts rwaap^ 3 4 instead of our nmar6, is 
undoubtedly correct. What happened was that the woman 
wanted to say *naap (my neighbour), and did actually 
say which in the Galilean pronunciation sounds like 

4 nmr6p, meaning “ my ransom V The woman said: “ May 


1 Comp. n*n, ed. Coronel, 57, 58; and ed. Lyck, 48. 

2 ©*©, II, 108. Comp, also j'rrc, ed. Hildesheimer, 146 and 61a; and 
C*n, ed. Schlossberg, 17. 

* Read nmau 1 ?; comp, also the reading in Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

4 See Nedarim , 66 b, for an interesting anecdote about a Palestinian- 
Galilean woman. Instead of (calf’s foot jelly), which her Babylonian 
husband had ordered for dinner, she gavo him (lentils). It was not 
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a lion devour thee for me,” instead of, “ My neighbour, 
take some milk.” The reading 'nybw with 2 instead of 
with 3 is corroborated by MS. M, which reads 'nv&S', 
merely a different spelling of l . It should be noted 
that the expression, “may a lion devour thee,” was a 
common curse among the Jews of Talmudic times (comp. 
Ketubot , 72 b). It is, therefore, improbable that there should 
be a connexion between X 2 b and 2r6, or and rani>e\ 

16-17. These two Responsa deal with certain kinds of 
pastry and their use on Passover 2 . According to the tiaon, 
the cakes referred to in the Responsa may bo eaten during 
the Passover, but they cannot serve as TOO nvo. The same 
decision occurs in B'V, II, 93; and 284 and 100. The 
sixteenth Responsum is possibly the one ascribed to the 
Gaon Kohen-Zedek in n'c?, 284. 

18. The last Responsum of the fragment, of which only 
the question has been preserved, deals with the same subject 
as the tenth, mtD baked by a Gentile who is supervised 
by a Jew. It is probably identical with the decision by 
Kohen-Zedek in the Geonic collection 291, where these 
two, the tenth and the eighteenth of the present fragment, 
are combined into one. 

her goodwill that was at fault, but her Galilean tongue and ear, the ono 
unable to pronounce a n, the other unable to distinguish it when pro¬ 
nounced. To her sounded like ticVtd. It is, however, not impossible 
that the husband with his Babylonian peculiarities may not be guiltless. 
He may have mispronounced TfD'ro as 'Dto. 

1 Comp, also the reading 'nrto in ed. Salonica. 

* lam unable to give a satisfactory explanation of pi?, loaf a, verso, 
line35: Jjji? 
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(Leaf i, recto.) 

dpd roa n»^ tona rp^ nn' n»xn 5>ran taitro) 

“ipora ana pnnon ?a ^epw- an 'nn nan... Daa 1 pnotn 
rrnnax n$>rxn Kina vbyb enco.... ana naf 
ana) ni> pi>m now nkpan * m.... n^ nam 
D'nxn nmi naar 'a' 3 t *x onaa nnxrax n 5 > 5 
• n'K x!» 'rar rra'ar opo nana ainax n^n 
pni> nmn djtto nwa mna njnvi> 

D'oiyo D'Daan xann xam byi nana 
nnaina nyan xp win xnaan rm?a ton' xS 
ncwo xwtn p nenn' wnn^ frnaar vb )^bx) 10 
nasro p 'bo D'aino D'Daa 'to pro 'a)tnx 5 > nan* 
n*a'o naan ton nowon nwm p'a nnainai 
pi>a' vb rmxnax rb ana) nS ana) r6nto noBto 
'w\ i >)3 djdo D«a mnno^ e'en)' 

npu'n -pn- i»a ')x 'aY^Ynx * Daa'oate p n'aan n 15 
.. ;kd$> na'iv na'x rrwrp *idb 6 nSa* row 
Daa'oax p na'an 'na nafo i>x)Dtp 'it imt an 'to 
na'tt non ~\rxh nina' na’tttr natapa p) 
ms pa nanaop i>a ;no’a 4 noe6 nha* 
nnx nan^ ik jmvpS no'a pa nanaot? Sa) fm6 ao 
)p-nn nn* ptto nan* pem’p pa'j& 

: D'lntt^ nan )a*to )Dxyi> nan a^tau) natt 
®ptota na'n* n)D)j»n njram naop 
nenpna) mop na'tto tt^ naop "'nnnx toan) 

'na naSn jrnx'o D<n Dn ’xmna p mvr 'n Diro 25 

'Ti'tt 'tt ;*nnxi> na'DaVn na tbv tb nmna p 
tom) oaa xS “pxnaa •n'i> »ao xi> ninpe> »np 
u xh aa5>i»x nnx dp npy O'nt? tan — bim 

1 Baba Baira, 54 b ; our texts read 12TO3. * Read rnrr»-. 

1 Ycbamot, Mishnah , XIII, a; Oemara , ibid., 107b, 108a; the strokes 
over arocn indicate that the word is to be cancelled. 

4 Read and comp. Qi((in t 64 b. 6 Oif(in t 64 b-65 a* 

• Yebamot, 108 a. f Read on on toh. 

• Read tnub nrD3 h^t naato h*>. 9 Read r6. 

M Read Mto«. 11 i. e. p.OD rww kVi. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

p'D naSm ruttoc rawy now ia raop ‘tan 'tt 
kbid 3 ni> pcpnai p'D'pioi ratten njat i 5 >ao 
nyanp racp 2 pa’ oy p'pna t6 an 
pjafc "bo an nttan nptn npna nanx pH ranat? 
ton ttna^’n rwi>n pi'j£ rattcc ttVi ptt'D 5 
npna na'*ra pit nanw nyant? racp *nan 'to 
• dom» pppi» ’^o an pjo'D nttan nprn 
ttnain npna toya rarta p:'yi> iatt rattcc ttin 
nncitw n'u nnsw tana rm.T 'na 
nnawi* nmo D'U ntryo nwyo ioi notin' att 10 
ena ‘nans ok 'em tcfa iaa pto Drai> 
rwyo : • ttneir no anio jc^dMj cmpc 
rnyaxtt neo n^roi naiya wo npwa 

nnDiBB’a mtmpo a’n'y pn ccipoi* nnnn 
naiyi nann nnawt? nnitt 'can nycn nan 15 
nanna mtwo niraa: ontr rayavtt owa 
t6a Doipci* nnnm n^nai nnsiEw nnittiw 
«a'tnttp n'op ‘»)dv an 'tt pmn ttin aia'y 
ni>tt p venn nep ntrpn ntrp top me ton 
'ttpn : aa enan ttnp 'ett 7 pnott an ai jo 
aicya pan meptt *raao nnva wo oi> toyao 
vcy raw an pnv 'n vii> 'ottpn naioy tteot? 
nttr woey atro nttan ninna ttani> • vcyo 
"mown nan nay raao nma 'nnowt 
anew D'n nrioi* ni>ya ■]W netta maw 25 
now 'rrr nonn ictt 'yea ni>i .t 6 anew 
:nh tonni> mneatti .Tent rami*' ja nntti 
• pit nai^'to onD ac'D 11 ttiratt 'ntt 
nw entry \oberv ny ntryo cna awy 

Niddah , 46 a, read mr\ 'hi. 

Read p'um p?-u h*i oi ncca nb papoi prpoT. 

— nr>, compare note 4 to p. 194. 

Yoma , 35 a ; text unintelligible to me. * Yebamot, 15 a. 

Ibid., 61 a. 7 Kiddushin , 44 b. # Yebamot, 77 b. 

Read mon rwi. 10 Yebamot , 80 b. 11 Ibid., 80 a. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

w na*«ta mnv 1 nineta? row 'wi 

moa rmn eo* pxa w uko rwtaa many 
vnwmo nnn wrata ntat aeta mm nDa w na 
: .taat® nrro nrnao w rtaat® \pbov p*a 
not? tcpm • to®’ i»ai ron* i>a rtay naiy m« 5 
n*3B3 no an 'n *'v jtortt na prop an 'ten fr»a 
enn ^»a ’ nonnn n*a iftaa o’oa 
no*y tonta mono) ttnrpo ytaa 
om« p^aw nep D*jy ptoao 'ven 
peny piw piowo np*no njai pea 10 
.. en iro'ni>Ba d«jw rntta? nop dtok 

ero*te *o^ni> t 6 D'oa onw D'i> 3 iie» 

•enatt nwa nroo tin nna non *nm 
ne*»ta? jnip mitt ton rmw nmam 
toon ttapn n 5 > p*i»D tta •nn’jntDtta 15 
Dtayi D'rmn rron ttapn D'Vi ttapn 
*odk 'tm * D'nao 'iw neoa D’Vw 
'noe^ tta irbv tana tta nData tana row tteta 
nDca 03 netw wo 'mn ntaatt 

na ton* m< injnj> 03 eta dk taneta no® ao 
ta ropy nomn ntt Dn-itaen 'yo wain n* 

.taro nroan e* Dto • neta nyea rom? 
opiD’D rnta ota ta moita fone* «vty t*i»i 
rota nntt ita yon? na rwo font?* nato 
la nnto 03 net® no tanna otaito no'ic® 25 
an 'to i>toB" natttp noo nna wot ^y panao 
one iD'na box tta® D'uVtp rop'va ’tow 
ropva mo nai ronnta ro® join? nab 

Pesahim, 45 b ; comp, introductory note. * Thus in MS.! cv ? 

PeaaAim, 30 b. 

Ibid., 39 b, last line; our texts read with ' and not with 1. 

? # — an:?. 1 PesaAim, 40 a. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

ptw mp^a Kb wn pen wo pxa D'ub 
oipoa Kin nn nnraa nna bK't? nab *’3 
pick'd ok pern? pk nbna^ Jok •ik'D'kk' 
mvo noiK Kineoi vh Kineo mn wik!> bna* 

: w map u?bk w Dipoai Kin *Koba 5 
Twyab nab nDab> nioia njjaiK 'ven 
no *jina Diai oia b b manat? mans* *neo 
Tran pa icxy yea nun? nn«i nnK b fosn 
»anaj> t*k rrnyn Knoo K^bm kti*i3k norni* 

: oa!> ucnm't? pin jna ow * 'sn 'id 'ia 10 
’3BD D'nDD bb HD3^ P313D pK '3BD1 
msn^ ffnoD bh jjwdk3 wiik D’p^inc' 

’3p onS kdj«3 *kd jnnai no’b Tina none 
noiyn nmao 'm> torrne b ynta^ t*w 
aman my nno u*k jwmn ova ’so Kb jkd 15 
nbb ikkoi wb 'nn 'on ninae* yae> 

13’K TJD OK'D OKI * k5>^3 D31D D1'3 WD k5> OK 

ni3D^ miD nnat? ow dki pJTia bno 
Kai» T'b'i> Kn 'naib? ,A ? 'dk mnaae 6 mown ‘mo 

moK ‘friK *pbK Kn 7 Kins Kab *bK Kn Kn ao 
«|Dp 5 > pi tana jdkqi pa noon bb nD*yn tnb 
noon w ikboi * 3 iy on$> aw Kb pom owe vb 
IWKnn 8 can Kb mDK *iidtj pks? »|opS •nnio 
"wn Dnrono pk mma nai nn’a na n*^ nvn 

ma pa I0 -=^- b Tani> mio 'pawa roami* ino as 
d'd* iKK'a paico pciKtr rm • paico pa 
.jr-wy no'y Dtsm niDK jwk*vi rbb bK 
'en • nooa nuna no*y p*ann 5 > ino *13 mob 
.: ons bt?a dik'd *k k^ ik n? nani> nspn 

1 Bead ”u jcwd. * Bead tcetm w. * Bead H*bro. 

4 —fcan no wna; 'c«crtwee. # ' Erubin , 53 b. 

• = nb rrvDH. 7 Bead 'h vn — mos H*m. 

• Bead ncc. • Comp, introductory note. w ? 


Digitized by ^.ooQie 



186 


GE5IZAH STUDIES 


XXL 

Fragment T-S., paper, six leaves, 22 x 15 cm., square 
hand, tending to cursive. The two outside pages are too 
much rubbed to be copied; also leaf 6, recto, is in a very 
damaged condition, only a few lines being legible. There¬ 
fore, from leaf 1, verso, to leaf 6, recto, is all that could be 
copied. As much of the fragment as can be deciphered 
contains fifteen Besponsa, some of which have been pre¬ 
served in the printed collections of Geonic Responsa. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is 
missing, is identical with Responsum 47, in the Geonic 
collection p'j, where it is ascribed to Sar Shalom Gaon 1 . 
It deals with the circumstances in which a Gentile 
may be trusted to handle wine without its becoming 
p DMD. Our MS. enables us to correct some mistakes 
in the printed text, as, for instance, the sensoless bv D" 

instead of which we must read, with our fragment, 
leaf 1, verso, line 6, Den IW. 

2. The second Responsum also deals with p Dno. The 
decision of the Gaon is that a winepress made of day, 
used by Gentiles, cannot be used by Jews, even if the 
glazing is first removed. 

3. The Gaon enumerates the conditions under which 
a Jew may associate himself in business with a Gentile 
who traffics on the Sabbath and on holidays. This is 
a favourite subject in the Geonic literature of Responsa. 
There is hardly any other that is touched upon so often in 
the questions put to the authorities, showing that partner- 

1 Comp, also a # rr, 117 where it is ascribed to Rabbi Zemah Gaon. 
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ships between Jews and Gentiles must have occurred with 
the utmost frequency \ 

4. This Responsum also deals with a subject connected 
with a partnership between a Jew and a Gentile. The 
question addressed to the Gaon reads as follows: “May 
a Jew enter into partnership with a Gentile in agricultural 
enterprises, if the Gentile works on the Sabbath with 
the cattle belonging to both partners, muzzles the ox 
while he is treading out the com, and ploughs with an 
ox and an ass together?” The Gaon decides that the 
muzzling or coupling of animals by the Gentile forms 
no objection to the partnership, because the laws against 
these acts do not grow out of the relation between the 
possessor and the animal possessed, but aim rather to 
regulate the relation between the worker and the animal 
used. The Sabbath prohibition, on the other hand, is 
based on the fact of ownership. It is the duty of the Jew 
to secure a day of rest for an animal belonging to him, and 
from this duty he is not released when the Gentile uses it. 
The Gaon’s opinion is novel in its leniency. Most of the 
codifiers refuse to sanction a partnership in which a Jew 
might expose animals belonging to him to being muzzled 
or coupled by a Gentile partner a . 

5. The fifth Responsum contains the following state¬ 
ment: An ass and an ox may be used together by a Jew 
without any scruples in threshing, the prohibition against 
coupling divers animals having application only to plough¬ 
ing. This statement is so extraordinary that one would 
like to attribute its strangeness to a corrupt text, but this 
easy escape from the difficulty is cut off by the rare state of 
preservation of this part of the fragment. It remains for 
some ingenious interpreter to tell us on what grounds 

1 Comp., for instance, Responaa qf the Oeonim , ed. Lyck, 65, 67, 68 ; 
Responea qf the Oeonim , ed. Mantua, 43; 0/02, 53-56; c'n, 10; and the 
next Responsum of our fragment. 

a Comp. Maimonides, nrvD®, XIII, 3; R. Moses of Coucy, /or, prohibi¬ 
tion 184 ; d'h, 9; comp., however, Tur, goehen Mishpaf, 338. 
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the Gaon ventured to oppose the whole chain of Jewish 
tradition, from the Tannaim down to the latest codifier, the 
author of the ShvlT^an * Aruk \ Indeed, the view of the 
Gaon contradicts, not only the Rabbinic tradition, but even 
the Karaite interpretation, as can be seen from the state¬ 
ments of Elijah Bashya?i, in his Aderet Eliahu , Supplement, 
13 c; and Aaron ben Elijah the Younger, in his Keter Torah , 
on Deut. xxii. 10. It should, however, be noted that both 
these Karaite teachers refer to the opinions of some Rabba- 
nites, who maintain that the expression “ plough with an ox 
and an ass together ” is only a euphemism for hybridization. 
But it seems that this opinion is based upon a misunder¬ 
standing of what Maimonides says in Moreh , III, 49. He 
does, indeed, hold that the prohibition against working 
a field with divers animals is aimed against giving an 
opportunity for hybridization, but he does not thereby 
deny the simple and direct meaning of the law against 
coupling. Attention should also be called to the opinion 
of Rabbi Joseph Gaon in n'n, 10. He explicitly forbids 
threshing with divers animals. It must be admitted that 
the very emphasis he puts upon the prohibition may 
indicate the existence and expression of varying opinions 
upon the subject. 

It is highly interesting that the view mentioned above, 
ascribed by the Karaites to the Rabbanites, is found in 
Karaitic sources only, and in a book of the founder of the 
sect himself. In Anan’s mvon "idd, reproduced by Harkavy, 
in Studien und Mittheilungen , VIII, we read on p. 4: 
“ And the Scriptures use the expression cnnn ‘ plough,’ to 
teach us two things, the prohibition against hybridization 
and against ploughing as well, for rt&nri ‘ ploughing,’ is the 
expression for njpan ‘hybridization/ also, as it is written, 
Dnenn ‘ If ye had not ploughed with my heifer.* ” 
AlS Dr. Harkavy remarks, on p. 194, the text here does not 
seem to be in good condition. However, it is certain that, 

1 Comp. Mishnah Kila'im , VIII, 2 ; Si/rc , Deut., 231; Maimonides, Kilaim, 
IX, 7 ; Yoreh Dt&h , 297, zo. 
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according to Anan, tnnn ia an euphemistic expression for 
jrann. From Anan’s words, we may at the same time infer 
that in his opinion the prohibition is directed against 
ploughing and hybridization. 

6. Here again we have a partnership between a Gentile 
and a Jew dealt with. The Gaon decides, that if a Jew 
gives money to a Gentile for the purchase of cattle, he 
is responsible for their Sabbath rest from the moment his 
partner-agent acquires them, even before he himself has 
come into actual possession of them. Strangely enough, 
in discussing the point whether the Jew becomes the 
rightful owner of the beasts from the moment the Gentile 
buys them with his money, the Gaon disregards the 
distinction made by the Talmud, Bekorot , 13, between 
a Jew and a Gentile in the law of acquisition. 

7. The seventh Responsum denounces all legal fictions 
invented for the purpose of evading the law of Sabbath 
rest. If a sale is consummated in perfect form and without 
mention of any condition, but it is proved a subterfuge 
by the return of the Jew to his business at the end of the 
Sabbath, the Gaon condemns it as an evasion, as a decep¬ 
tion of God and man, a public desecration of the Sabbath 
and of the name of God, for the law opposes double-dealing 
even in indifferent matters, let alone, then, in so sacred 
a concern as the sanctification of the Sabbath. Comp, 
pp. 81-82, above. 

8. The eighth Responsum is identical with that found 
in f'V* 26 a, 20. There it is ascribed to the Gaon 
Kohen-Zedek, but it is probable that the author is Hai 
Gaon 1 . The Responsum deals with the case of a master 
whose slaves refuse to embrace Judaism, and as well with 
the case of a master who is unwilling to have his slaves 
embrace Judaism. In the former case, the Gaon decides 
that if at the end of a year the slaves persist in their 
refusal, they must be sold; in the latter case, he knows no 

1 Comp. c\nyn 'c, 337, and Mtiller, Mafleah , 8a, note ai. 
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excuse for delay; as soon as a Jew acquires slaves who 
are willing to accept Judaism, the master is bound to 
make Jews of them, and he is not allowed to sell them 
to Gentiles. 

9-10. The beginning of the ninth Responsum is missing. 
It, as well as the tenth, deals with the prohibition against 
making any use whatsoever of anything that appertains to 
a heathen sanctuary. 

In the first of the two Responsa the spelling nwy 
(leaf 4, recto, line 14) instead of is noteworthy. The 
former is the correct orthography of the word in Mandaic. It 
is also to be noted that pm (4, recto, line 20) is used before 
quoting a Baraita, while on leaf 4, verso, line 6, we have 
trom before a Mishnah. Are we to assume that originally 
these two terms were used indiscriminately before quota¬ 
tions from any Tannaitic source, or are we dealing here 
with a copyist’s error 1 ? Sherira Gaon, in Harkavy, 
Responsen der Geonim % 103, maintains that twn can be 
used before a Mishnah and before a Baraita as well, while 
pn may be placed before a Mishnah only. In our texts of 
the Talmud, with but a very few exceptions, pn is used 
before a Mishnah, and inn before a Baraita. This progress 
from Sherira to our texts apparently gives support to the 
assumption that there was a development in the use of 
these terms. Accordingly, it may well be that before 
Sherira they were not at all differentiated, but were 
applied indiscriminately. 

11. The eleventh Responsum deals with the distribution 
of the property of a man who has left sons from two wives, 
upon each of whom a jointure had been settled, p:n rQiro 
pnm. The Gaon’s decision is based on the laws upon the 
subject given in Kctubot , 90 a. One would be inclined to 
ascribe this Responsum to one of the earlier Geonim, as the 
P") 3 *i P 33 nnirD was obsolete so early as the time of Rabbi 

1 Comp. p. 150, above; in the Oxford MS. of the Seder Rab Amram, 
as also in the Genizah fragment of the Sheiltot , reproduced on page 364, 
below, pn is also used before a quotation from a Baraita. 
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Mattathiah. Notwithstanding the fact that the Oeonim 
Rabbi Hilai, Rabbi Hananiah, Rabbi Dosa, and Rab 
Samuel agree with Rabbi Mattathiah in declaring it 
obsolete, Hai maintains that we have no right to abolish 
the Talmudic institution 1 . Hence a reference to it in 
a Responsum cannot be taken as proof of the early 
authorship of the opinion. 

However, it is highly probable that our Responsum is 
from the hand of Rabbi Moses ben Jacob, Gaon at Sura, for 
the view expressed in the fragment agrees with that given 
in p'J, 152, in the name of Rabbi Moses. It may be noted, 
by the way, that the anonymous Responsum in which it is 
quoted, in p 0 } is by Rabbi Kalonymos of Lucca, as may 
readily be inferred from a remark made by Rabbi Meir, of 
Rothenburg, in his rawn 'W, ed. Bloch, 176, but the 
corrupt text of Rabbi Meir ought to be emended in 
accordance with p*:. 

12. The twelfth Responsum contains an explanation of 

Shebu'ot, 41 a, the passage dealing with the differences 
between oaths of various kinds. The Gaon’s definition 
of NDM occurring in the passage is extremely interesting. 
He connects it with M2, to wash, and takes it to mean 
the same as what in German is called W& 8 che> under¬ 
garments, &c. This is undoubtedly the explanation of 
the word given by the author of the f ArvJc , s. v., IV, 186, 
ed. Kohut, where the reading VPttbon is correct, as is 
proved by the words eosn&n The emendation made 

by Kohut, changing vcrutan into m2D2, is therefore 
erroneous. 

13. The end of the thirteenth Responsum is missing. 
It is probably identical with that ascribed to Rabbi 
Sherira Gaon and his son Rabbi Hai jointly, in Harkavy, 
Kesponsen der Geonim , 50; comp, also p'P, 93 b, no. 2, and 
a'nn, ed. Coronel, 5. 

14. The portion of the fragment containing the four¬ 
teenth Responsum is so badly rubbed as to be unde- 

1 Comp. on Kctubot, 5a ; also 57 a, 17. 
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cipherable. Only so much con be ascertained, that it 
deals with a Halakah based on Baba Mezia , 67 b, as 
appears from lines 10-12 and line 18. It is not impossible 
that these lines and the lines preceding them belong to the 
previous Responsum. 

15. Of this Responsum only the beginning is preserved, 
and even this is in a mutilated condition. It deals with 
the expedients to be adopted, after ordination ceased to 
be practised, in imposing fines for which, according to 
the law, ordained judges are required. This is a subject 
discussed in a number of Geonic Responsa, as, for instance, 
in Y*V, 29 a, 1-4, and 60, 120. Our Responsum, 
however, is identical with none of them. 
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(Leaf 1, verso.) 

Stne* bw pn nanx'.tsp^o^ ... b .... 

T3 omm nncoi nea rroxa nm 5>xne* pxa na 
pbnb pxi nrjj^te 'na naW ffflM nnm tane* 
para i>xne" u pxe> naa^ ^>kob" nnnu pa 
• t6'« n’3 omm nnsoeo ton fonts* bv po? 5 
not 'h fone* rotma wen nafo w wora 
na xxoa QKt? noin : nnra rfo nnanni* inw 
nvan pa 'b ia\b San? aaaa vfo ercna px ifox 
xnon «T3 tom xana tonn 1 'expo neap ok 'bv 
ok ttan 'ok on *a 01 nantrot oai fonem 10 
'naa naDx xfoo ne> Knon aaaa vby e’Bna 
• jDru am marr an pp5>on nrpfo p ppot? 
nryfo p ppot? 'n 'ok man* ann nopoa 
'n 'ok pro ant pfoaa5> jawa xS noK fon^ 
pfoaa5> pe*m 'ok nnannJ> nrpfo p ppot? 15 
Kpn tonna noatoa Konn pru ana xnafoa 
'n nv 'ok pro ann rrnxaa Kon jahox 
obd nnK dp men 'ok nrpfo 'n p ppot? 

atppt? fennfo naa pnae>p^a pxoVi 
niDK *ennn rax afo»p xin pi> onap ona na'ao 
naaao na nnsM? pxfo na 1 aaoe> lap 
(jVpe> 'b!>pbk fennben foaa nnano xota 


*Abodah Zarah, 61 b; our texts of the Talmud read rra rrv. 
* Abodah Zarah, Mishnah , V, n; Qimara , ibid., 74 b. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

nan enn 1 nate pi nniDtt w 'in ncm na 
«l'nD 'ennS * 'p'n mpo mn ’a Kan inniK mw 
tmaao *odmp teate ln'vn’aK mi» tamm m5> 

Kan iT^ mm pan ma no nyp ’ai> iteK oi’p{> 
nan warn ’am mi>y pa’ten s Kian pana 5 
'cam aooa n*no 'n mote 'pom pnom 
Kpn pnono DnDa Kn’nan pan 4 nani pno-K 
it m now n« tfr'pv *b te *ik Dnntei owi 
nianip new tenp’ nate pi nmoK 
napa naioi nona an’ na inixi nan ny 10 
nap 6 wanp nao te ni»nna nay nann dk 
ana’ nKPi oai> D’ta’ nvpoi nap it* oai> 
pap*n ipyn ntm «te np'yi nmo tenp’^ 

V tean fnntea nap mn anyn’ «te 'na 
anaoa itea ’bS> nrw te ute napte mnn pa 15 
ntDte nnp'yta nano u’k dw nmo ntn 
ainna Vi ttnapa D’pa na "KpniD ‘mam 

KanS> w’an mamiK ink Knp mtapS wik 
new k 5> manipa mp T ipyp ’oi tenp' 
nanvi dki tea 'aw napa pte ho ii> jo 
niDK ppn$> 1K3 dw nniD mp’ye 
lanmn Kntea 'KteK ^id!? nan *i'D3k 

1 ‘Abodah Zarah , 74 b. 

a Head p*p — D':p:p, the Hebrew for 'eVij in our text, but comp, also 
Kelim, II, a, according to which p*i, if it stands for Z'pi, is correct. 

* -= wvnn. 

4 Head □’pro nm; the spelling nm for nan is found also on line i of this 
page. 

5 = nwrro. # 'Abodah Zarah , 2a a. 7 Our texts read Vrrp*?. 
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(Leaf 2, verso.) 

opaoo iwno' un nnp’yo 
naoa omn *o mi nonna nan ag nionio 
moral nioa onini mtrnmB'fi DDim 
snr nan^ njpn o' dj-6koi 
• odd Dyo no “iidr ne^nn diodo u’tn na s 
nonai naoa fono'ta nonaa om no 
nora *>ai 'jo mica nn'aon^ n'5>y mfta 
Kin na omn ^ no nmmi? annoo poi 
i>aR niDM oj p mw pa m na omn 'b no 
om fono*bo lnno ni ddw dm no’on moo 10 
•ion nain no*Dn nwoo odd tano’ ‘am na 
nno 8 D'oan uoi nona nain m$>i K*n 
Dionn f»a 'oo naiy o’M nxiana 'anon 
i»a 'oo naiy nnoyoai nonna roonm 
'oo naiy o’M 'vbv innoa tnp *oi DDnn 15 
'00 naiy ^lbv innoa ono 'on DDnn 5>a 
Dion ’u^ 'o’ \b non i5>dm m^’m my K$n DDnn ^a 
noM*o Kino w5> M’ya’tn nnio na mi *nno 
'dm 'noM ’a na mi mns Dion ’oi> onx 
Man 5>3 m n^pD niD’Kn naoa mao nA ao 
’•maon mo m5> kd^h im r{> im5> niD’xn 
moa or 6 ii> nnio ^Kno’ Mn*nn^ 

bv m^m mvo pKo moj now moral 
’oi> niyo jn:o ^Mno* nonnn 

1 Read yn p*. * Baba Mefia, 90 a. * Read mpctn. 


O 2 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



196 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 3, recto.) 

moral tamtr do npw roe bp ntBnwa 
robe* irorp npb lb fnatr pa naira pa traim 
eniro nonai paw *p w aa intt napp npcoi 
inopp nonai paw put* *a aiDK naira pa 
• pap inienb i«a Kbir *b by «iro brne* roirna $ 
dki na^bo ba 'trpn «b 'tro jrobp aaip p *|oa 

niaip mpo 'can *iaon lairo to pnp noun 
iaDK iatr nanro japan ttobpa nnra 'troi 
noe> naia nap nawo iaoK tape no tanaan 
ib aiDH iabin n«bpa Tta'n lanira ib note 10 
neap mtrpb irpaotf bune* p nitrpb 
roam mr'nnb onw iop lb tnv aa iBrotr tap 
aroro nae> aapa lb paaioi aaooi npobtr 
'ar> 'penobr anaD nr natr anxb iaoo ppib 
aoib i*av pro onaa rw odd p nitrpb aiDro 15 
nom at? noi roam ta'nitr naa brne* npb »b tatt 
nitr pwr ib lao? cbipa ronana ttb'K 'ian p 
ibero p rotrpb aioro bba nn*ao ia pro roba 
vbp a’pro naioa nnoo ib aaoi tanaa iaoo npb 
wbpBK if roam ibae emir b naaotr map to 
arotb b Dannntr nao bp iop nanep pa p 
aanpnb noap nirptr *aBo aiDK nae> 
airoro naiaa naea nattbo rotrpbi naira 

1 The status of the p, “Jewish heretic/ 1 is essentially different from 
that of the 'U, “Gentile.” Probably we should read poon p, instead of 
p w. 

* Baba Mejia, 47 b, and comp, the introductory note. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

nano pto maea moo b iao $'bk n!>'k :wn noa 
pn naoa pap 'aa atopa >b Vvinnt? nao 5>» nay 
: aanaoa anaani* foie* seal inn nat? Kxacat? 

mama Diynv6 tery noiyat? iam naan 
now p m nanan nyia nai^y nyi aaaain 5 
Diaa btnt?’ 'ana Dt?n Wm nat? W>'na.. nat? 
iidn 1 nat?in iaia ai>Bt< 1.. a.. nciyn a^ext? 
aii> ’pan mi) aiotn noiy ni>rtnai> nat?yi> 

'inaa*p'n ia n*n an paio "an io 'in w 
'B by ejtti wn Nobya nut? true ntryoa 10 
riE^in trs? p iayoi» 'nte k 5> paio «aiax p 
5>a n 5> nat?a naan nrrnBt rat&o ita'N nw 
;D t?n W>n u m ixa ix 5 >ao laoNt? pap 
J>tDnS> pm? buy nay Dn^ttt?t?a 
t?in 'a' aoy i»aW aw ~inbxb lat* 15 
•biob ui nan xbv lay oni>Nt?t 
nay p it?a'tn mat? nWa t?» i>aia non 
a’i»y naan t<ai>n jnarn aa'tt uia aovy p'pro 
iaay p npayt? nft? pyia' an aiay W> 

5>aa ioay laD'tta taai oa' i»aaa 'aa ino’ 5>cn by »o 
Ta’si* o'aai* aiaaob a5> nnat? na nt?ya Dai oa' 
aaiaoi ni>nn ante 5>ao' k,'n D'iai> aiaaoi> ai> hdn 
ni>Nt?a bmw iy u wenmb naoKa ’vrb 

1 Text corrupt. * SAabbat, 139 b. 3 Our texta read win. 
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(Leaf 4, recto.) 

miay n’ai> iidd in’a nw'o 1 pm papiai 
'iayi> *Knn p'as? Kp xm ni-y p'rpoi 'inai i>BJi 
KD 3 n n'a rri> Tayi kudo ruon an 'ok m? 

Ki>'in Koan n'a n'5> Tayi Kniy'w wa Km 
nWa nsow i>a yux Kin nr 'k no 'ok khi 5 
5 lisa njo'piKi 33 i>y s|Ki ni'a n3we> oipoa 
Tina 4 iaiyi nope' mr may bv an 'inai 
'o ibois? D'oyB imia i>ya ^kis^s? inn 

.IKIIEOI ^nj 1'DB.I in'31 vi>'3 J’TDDDl D’Dt?J 

d'd ikiw iy ann nx ppno ioo i>me" 10 

}li>'P l^’K iniD IK 11 DK TDB' K^t? ^'3t?3 
6 mn inna n'a uai mr 'yi> d'd ooao n'nt? 
mr 'y njno ppnop no ins? iidk rrn 'Kiia 
•nsay no mr may n'ao k'xids? way 
Pkssoi ik{> dk ii>e> nK 'e* ppno dk mr mayi> 15 
•oipw p’3 mr mayi> iDan no upno 
tdbh k^> mr mayi> pro Kin 'zrbv n'DBi 
.■warn 5 >kib* mo kp ' 3 i inio na rm xh 
'it 'ya i'dk xin mo kp Ki’nnai mo kp 
dk 'oik jna 'i 7 pm ono ik n:m ik k 5 >'k jo 
3'a .in' iDxn dki i>'i3i "nruio mr 'ays? 
mr may two mr 'ay 'ewoa nr 
na'3i> yon *pm nairc iy piiDK pK 

1 *Abodah Zarah, Misknah , III, 6; Qemara, ibid., 47 a. 

3 The printed texts of the Talmud read nrno »p, but MS. M. and some 
old authorities agree with the reading of the fragment. 

3 Bead "pra. 4 Bead mr 4 Bead win irrni irttpDi. 

* “ HD 38 . 3 ’Abodah Zarah , 13 a. 

8 Bead nroo mi rrnam? cv. 

9 *Abodah Zarah, Mishnah, I, ^ ; Qemara, ibid., i6a. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

1 imp rot? na dm ititSk 'n 'dm i>'wi pTOyot? 
'hdk px 'it 'a» 'vcctxr mh n.. n nabn kd$>k S'iai 
onWr pnan pa naina pjyh najre» ny 
nnt«i» pD33 |r6 in poo pi> to dk mh ia 
niaa p:'yi> pnoKp ’a nmo pun p« jrraK nn’D 5 
av m ’Mini j^aoi prmoaa imo 5 >oo naan p« 
i^'dm jnain iai ptmoaa p'K ntna pDaa 
KB»n Ka'n rnaina *ne6 panose 6 odi d'bdd 
inoa nnM i«na nrwt nnci Doa ’punii e*i dhw 'nw 
in-on to’n k^n ny k{>i pan pa naina \tbv 10 
?|M nyn nniob p-anv inioa nnM v-na nrw 
pna-n pa naina pi>pe> u-n nnio *m b a i>y 
kbo ‘pnn nnnani* nnio n-cnn .nainap obd 
mnn n-3s> Mn noi not? kbo nnoi rowta 
ni>n ruo 'ot? p-ncM ronp*nn -eni-i> pomp 15 
naina i.ni> tr inioa nnM l-ria nnn nj-o yet? 
•DKnupn -ko-d *wri6 p-p-n kS pnan pa 
Dnp-o njHwnn -env6 pomp rmn w 
naina n:-o 'otri p^pB' Ka-x wi nanpn Kin 
dk nxnp Kin-o -xd-d nnnan^ nmo nw: ao 
pan pa naina nro 'aen nn nnio v» 

-pk an n'pnon a by «im naywa Kano mb 
'ina ;ni> pK inioa nnM v-na nnK 6 -£d-n Dinyii 
n-e»yj naina pK ‘ibo-x D^iyin rpnan pa 

'Abodah Zarah , 19 b. 

Bekoroij Mishnah , VIII, 9 ; Qtmara , ibid., 51b. 

-jrrrro^ or prr^, 4 Read vro lo'n xhv f)>o imoh. 

Ketubot f Mishnah, X, t; Gemara , ibid., 90 a. • — "ft HD'N. 
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L«f 4, recV . 


t-ct ra? t= 3 un aw *o 'pm 
^s*r "rri jnr up ten nbt irrpoi 'i’w iwn 
r~ m rr5 tpjh moo rron an 'ok mt 

jC-jn nan TO iff* TOJH WflT» TIM Kffl 
r*-jo nxx pc* ton nt 'K ■« T* ten 5 
•■pa ng yt n a h? *(M ora na» mpo3 
-7U *T3J1 TOP? .TB m 3 P !v 3*3 'Sa 
•D tor D*DJ» VTTO ^JO bvcvbv OT3 
, ^nx J Hu Toon ra tin r™ 01 °' ow 
n wr? u aw nx ppno too !*nr » 

jirp fot TJWJ IK TDK TDD' & few 
‘Hfl BT 33 M D 3 WHT 'p!> VD VXO HW 

m 'p nse rpnoc no !w mat >Tn mu 
•rep no .-nr map trao kw vs» 
«IC 31 *!> OK 1^(7 TW '6* fP 110 •* iinr TOP '’ 15 

•wpw in mt map!) noon no upno 
•roen mt map!) p" KVt rr0B1 
nona !*nr mo kp w into n nn A 
'Tf 'P 3 TW Kin mo KP kttvto mo kp 

at '&» jw't ’pm w w fWD * 10 

30 ,t.t tokti tun ito 'nrao mt 'apr 
mt map woo mt 'ap , w »° 3 ^ 
re-a!) pw ’pm nare ' 15 r '" n " < •* 


, £“ 5 =?-™ 

» gr*d * r 'jibodah Tflriki x 3 *• 
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Ti 


1 -iniD nao n:a Bto '*1 ar "= 

'hdr j'N 'nr 'ay 'odcdc wn n..i ~ 

on^xor pan p:a naina rar* -=-r 
-ins6 poai ;ni> ii>s30 •* p - c 3 r 
-naa pi'yb pnesp 'a me *— -'i —: - 
do vn 2 N'jm |^3Di ptmca: r: ar 
lij'DW : nai>n iai per rt -r-a 
to'n mama 'nrP t- t - - 
inna nrwo i«na nnx nnoi c*:a ■ r— — rr 

innaa sa'n ti y k^, par- — - . 

^si nyn mioi> p*anx «6 m=a rrr — 
p-ian p33 naina p^po in ~ - -- 
Nt?3 4 pm nmani> me —tt arrr 
.tout mo wn noi rrar 
ni>n n3o 'do p'-iur mr r - -— 
naina }ni» o' inea nnr — 

■ DsnNpa 'nd'd nxno p 
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(Leaf 5, recto.) 

: in mio tu'tn Nan ONtn nmar£ *imo 
nnin rma nrw 'dnpo ttnai^sa 'rb p'cp'o aim 
'naa nnm rna nn« imo N'am *N*n non inioa 
am 'dvd non no ‘'ok naSn 5 i... pyn i 5 ®ni i>.. 
'aina jni> & inioa nnw ima nnn ttnaim mod 5 
nnnani* onio mt?ya nainai pan paa 
Ttxh no*iip rannn noi to mt? ot?a rrnt? na i>3N 
payi> *6 anbttw ‘mot? *Enni> pup nat?tnn 'env 
it 'N nornp n ’n imaao niaai> n^n poao paa naina 
Dipt? nniKo am 5>ya nao nyot? ni>y 'cup n mrowio 10 
Kann aa by «in naa naatro ttna^m naa naawa naai 
Kp'Dcno naa nV naat?o naoa nyoB> NannN Nae«i> 
no naai Dnpt? *wind ain byi 'op 'no ‘paoya pta 
iTDaiaa mopa 'nh vn ani> torn idk naa naass» 
rr*!? pmotro [nd^i rri> pnaao tNeS ‘Nnyot? 'Sai 15 
nemoi* onl’Nen 

pa nS>'n janaao in p*no«?D yamin J? by nnby 
pa Na*N 'no 'trims nai yanai> niaa pa miotr 
wiyiat? isnai* Na'N pami> Nnnnn Nnyiatr 
5>at? odd ^iD'bi yarn yatr'S* pat?.. iv-ib» paa 10 
pi 'inai po^tro n^>i pyaw nomas' pyatra 
'yias' yaini> yana p nyiat? id'd 5> pat? in 
an oa noS p'asN n{> pan p'asN wp-tino 
mi> pm Nnyat? p'aDN *oa pam 'dno o?n 
pami> Nnnno pa ko'n 'no p dn 'mn *a nnt? 25 
nyiat? a'nnat? 'oa 'Da'ai> nn'oi> mop Na'N 

KetuJbot, 90 b. 8 Read n^n -p on T?D*n, 

Ketubot, 91 a; our texts road mTpu, 

Ketubot, Miahnahy X, 1 ; Gemara, ibid-» 90 a. 

'Arakin, 7 b. * iShebuot, 41a. 
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(Leaf 5, verso.) 

• iTdd' 3^ p'nro n'bva k^i yinvo xbi wnun 
wh yanir'D kS>i 'anren.... pa'iron jko 
... rroaA p'nro Kh n* 3 vn d'S>k k 5 > nun byJ? rrb 
ntoio pni moani* p'nru k!> pi 'niKa 'dki s 'dk 'n 
anno notn panbi 'dkpi jepi now enn 5 
rr!> pnay 'ko iTDau^ p'nru kS> panic nyiae> 

'fen yan^ n'^> p’ntwo t6't< yawn nn ype'b 
o'pi *a ninsttn pi^n v!>y r> nr bvo wk anb w'an 
anno nr nna’W rr£ p'ae> 'bio nwia^a n'i> 
m'i> rnyiap mion pro yaeo pro panno nyiar? 10 
yaini> nwnK ‘now ieea in..ao nn..co i'Daji> 

Kinn n'Daiaa rropn kxoji tnoew K$n 'kd 3 '^ 
ok kp 'an wk an Ipk : n'O'W n’pawn ... vr\^> 
pwoep noin i>'iai rmu pkoi ny wotro 
r6r n'i>y pan * lpnDn nyiac yanro kp Kin jri> 15 
nnKi> dv 'b ny noa nyr iwn b'yib rri> d"bd kp 
n'5> pnao n'i> p'patsn n'i> p'-uio 01' a'vbv 
‘p'noBn n'i> p'pan 'oi' ’b 'oe>ai ‘ wnnp 'BK3 opn 
anno nin Kn'HKno win nna dw D'iw Kin n'i> 
naSn 'n nri 'p nr D'ai> iSorw doj? nyiae^ »o 
nr D'ai> rinont? o'w iwot? 'ok 'oKpn 7 nama 
n’oyo nanoo nan 'on KyxoKi> naen 'n nn 'p 
nw ban rwnni> noiyi ne«nni> nwa iwet? 
nn rmyo 'ai> i>ou nr rovaoi* noun rwnni> 
ne*nni> nw ii>DK 'ok K:uon am rniyo ’d 5> i»bu 25 
p naxna nai>m ymvtb natwr nrraoii noun 

Bead psmo rrrarc rrb pyrrol. * — ’Di'. 

Bead rrmn now inn woco nrwto. 4 Vrcm? 

Read HcnipTM. • Read pnon rrb p'pa© w '? vofrcyy. 

Ketubot , 93 a, end. 
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(Leaf 6, recto.) 


pn 

3 mtn *nn 'oys 
. PW 

• , i • • K i t • « ^ 


.a*na a .. a ton k^h.dk n!> 5 

irno.naa wn na’ra 'can nam mya 

ia. 1 iwtam 'eyta manDD 'taxpa 

an.a ... bk team pane Kamv nnm'aa 

no 'ckp aj by cjki 1 pi>aK k 5 > 'pk am 'bb am tuna 

mew mm ’mo V’atn won 'oyo ’kd mow 10 

n^att.Jjmitpn aa by «ik ntrw 

b .ye» non y.. r na’na 'mo 'n abm 

bs o*... oxpn nat vb nansar i>a.. or i>pr 
d'd^ 'd'd ybo pmaaaa y^D jna *jam y^D torn mr 'n 
pa^a nittnaiB 'no ybo par 'tarn yi>D d^cb ’ar 15 
.... nm.. nn’i> p’naaa nar 5 >ai> ’do par 'avb 
nJj'k pbatt k$h 'rK am 'bb ana ttana ana s ttna^'m 
iota amana ^aaran a^'tt mam Kaaroa 

att aatt» i>’Bn att aoean att in' nit ytap ;aa nan 
mca pa pr6 p'oraa i>aani> praay nara aa'y mao 30 
. man 4 Karan naaK nyamtn mca pa ^aarert 
. t6n mra mr pin 'ck KaKna Kpaam kt D^m 
mca p mao ppso k$> osn s k i>aaa ja’aao 
nyantn p.. K^sn kd’b kp» aa^B ‘ non’ttn 

1 Kelubotj 93 b. * Baba Mezia , 67 b-68 a. 

* * Arakin , Mishnah , VII, 1 ; Gcmara , ibid., 25 a. 

4 Baba Kama , 84 a. # Ibid., 15 a. 
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XXII. 

Fragment T-S., paper, two consecutive leaves, 19 x 12 cm., 
square hand, tending to cursive. The fragment contains 
two Responsa, in incomplete condition, the beginning of 
the first and the end of the second not being preserved. 

1. The first Responsum is identical with the end of 
Rabbi Sherira’s, found in Dl'DJ, 44, dealing with the 
question whether the ritual bath is obligatory at this time 
when its object can only be partially attained, since the 
ashes of the red heifer cannot be sprinkled upon the 
candidate. In spite of its fragmentary condition, the pre¬ 
sent Responsum throws new light upon the subject, 
especially through the statement on lines 7-9, which is 
missing in the Responsum in Dl'tM. The Qaon transmits 
to us that intercourse with those in a state of impurity 
was viewed with a considerable degree of leniency in 
earlier times, while the Jews dwelt chiefly in Sura 1 , 
Nehardea, and Pumbedita. The practice became stricter 
only after they settled in large numbers in cities like 
Bagdad, and the Rabbis feared that the prevailing laxity 
might lead to abuses in the new and more complex sur¬ 
roundings. At first sight, it might seem that the view 
of the Gaon is contradicted by the statement found in 
the Geonic Collection n'P, 172, which affirms that there 
is a difference between Babylonia and Palestine with 
regard to intercourse with one in a state of impurity, 
such intercourse occurring in Babylonia, but not in 
Palestine. The contradiction disappears, however, if we 
assume, as we may, that this statement refers to those 

1 For ... 2C, line 8, on leaf 1, recto, read NTC2. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



204 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


earlier days daring which, the Gaon himself admits, a 
more lenient practice prevailed in Babylonia. 

Whether the change from leniency to rigour coincided 
with the removal of the Jews to the large cities, as the 
Gaon maintains, is extremely questionable, in view of the 
fact that the severer practice obtained in Palestine alike 
in the earlier and in the later days, and in spite of the 
fact that there were no populous centres there. A more 
plausible explanation is offered by a consideration of the 
influence exercised by the Karaites upon the Rabbanites. 
As is well known, the Karaites laid great stress upon the 
observance of the laws of clean and unclean \ In Palestine 
their rigour reacted upon the Rabbanites, who stood in 
friendly relations with them 2 . The effect in Babylonia 
was the reverse. There the heads of the academies were 
inclined to slight customs which in principle they cordially 
endorsed, merely because their opponents, the Karaites, 
insisted upon them. In the time of Sherira, when the 
bitter feud between the two parties had been pretty well 
fought out, the influence of the Karaites made itself felt 
even in Babylonia, and this would explain the prevalence 
of a stricter practice in his generation. Also, the fact may 
not be overlooked, that the Karaites did not actually 
create the severe practices separating the clean from the 
unclean in a community. They merely raised them from 
the plane of custom to that of law 8 . How far-reaching the 
influence of the Karaites in this and similar respects was 
appears from Maimonides, Insure Biah, XI, 15, and from 
the Geonic Responsum, p. 153, no. 576, above. 

2. The second Responsum is the Gaons decision in a 
lawsuit. A erects a building on a waste lot, having neither 
received the consent of the owner, who is away from 

1 Comp. Elijah Bashya^i, Aderet Eliahu, 73 d, numci rnnn; Judah Ha- 
dassi, Eshkol ha-Kqfer , no e, no. 395 ; and Harkavy, Sludicn und Mittheil- 
ungen, VIII, 130, note 12. 

3 Comp. Pinskor, Likku(e JjZadmoniyyot , Supplement, 33. 

8 Comp. Schorr, pftm, VIII, 51; Miiller, Uafteah, 228 (0); and Rabed, 
*D:n icc, I, end. 
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the city at the time, nor been apprised of his objection. 
On the return of the owner, he insists upon A*s removal 
from the building, while A , the squatter, equally insists 
upon being indemnified for the building. The Gaon decides 
that A’s claim is valid only if it can be demonstrated that 
the owner of the lot makes use of the building. In all 
probability, this is the Responsum to which reference is 
made in Alfasi, Baba Mezia, 101 a. Rabbi Hai Gaon 
decides differently in his "1DDD1 npD, VII, 21a. Nahmanides, 
however, in commenting upon the passage in Alfasi, 
asserts that Rabbi Hai later changed his view of the case, 
and came to agree with that held by the Gaon in our 
Responsum. 
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(Leaf i, recto.) 

<31 -ioi!? $ n s ii $?n nn^nn . nra bxi 
}6 prrveo . ij’jno arn no pt«rr6 mno 
iib^so nviiha n^yio mo noi npn 
s|iDD pai nimno p w pa jnt naat? 
nttoio f>ao prr6 ton mvo t£« 5 
0 low toani* nixi* ii> nniot? »a by *|to 
'oann Dna pjiiij on Mn D’lann 5 >ai ‘nttoo 

ttnnaoiBai.3D dj Kjnmja rne> pra 

niman nmon ittuaa ‘uya joe* way i>a« 
D'-iana 2 pn'no ps? pra ’a D'oann itn 10 
UK naenoai mon ny nnh nws6 ii>’i>n 
pan Dy r> nn pns *int«i> pxrmE* 'b by 
«pi .Tray iom '*ri> pttai tana pimao 
niD'tt u.u nsntte nsia’i* imst? s trya yetw 
penn pro ia iTDnm mini* j”d itryi tana 15 
pto na!*n 4 pnotna 'tom D'pnsa nap 
twins* p'naa on: nn’ann f*ai p pno 
nistti* t<i> nattbo npyn si>i npim mon 
nra new im: j*di hjdd peniai tt^i 

1 Read isaprc or iraptt?. 

2 = i'^P 3 i on line 7, verso, it is spelled with a. 

3 Read cme. 4 Menahot , 36 b. 
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(Leaf 1, verso.) 

fotsnc' nsn ... ton Sna y .. 

toe* nna pw .. to» papa onaan St? rna 
... v noan 'mttv n^DN w . i 5 i?api .... etb 

wnawn nx 1.. nna.... a o'e*x .. n. 

taa’Sx 'w papa pop unana.Sis 

mwi nw xfri naaoxi 1 xnpxB' e^x 
nvi'B o ps pneS aniaT xSi SxnE*a 
S.npn Saa ntoS D'xn jrrcr noa »aaaS n«-np 
nrax p nrnS nxn kiiw nai nnannS d'tjd 
noth naSn taaE^paa *a ns’P p aaS 10 

.vnia Sp nan DaS man tdo 

.SxnE* DnSxB'En 

.nntx naai nann nvnS xaB» 

4 n . nrpa de> pxo pSpan rn xSa * mSpa 
naiaS ion nannn Spa xaeoa paaa >5 
paan nan »S jn nann iS ox* .. hntnta xx 
nmBTiS ton r« nxnn Spa aS on kvke> 
ton -paxa i'vp S10 ‘won ax Dnn .. xSx 
v toaa nan 4 S jnnt? np xxx nS iS nox 

Read *opN O'XC'H, and comp. Prov. viii. 4. 2 SuJckah, 26 a. 

rrto n"2 ? 4 ipora? 5 nn:n ? 
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'Leaf i, recto.) 

nc 6 $ si 1 * e nn^nn . ‘nam btf 
jb frnrD .^jno 3tn no ?*srb mno 
r«i?BO nxrrina nSw mo noi npn 
ipab pai n^Tino p vro? pa r» naa? 
hkdid ^ao pm^> ton hwo r^r 5 
D ww icank cn«^ ^ mioe' ® to W 
'cam dtq pinii wi itoSn D’*otn 5 >ai * hrdd 

KI T - O PttJ.30 03 Kjm.133 TO pH 

.•iron ronen uroaa ‘upa po itraP toR 
truo s prmo pro son -a D-oann un 10 
tpt naenoai mon 05 nnto rara^ i^'to 
yiRn os en mn poi mR^ psnno 'B to 
«|tn rrrap * 1 ^ pR3i nana pxn B0 
tid'K 0.T3 .icutor roia^ unso *ojd sopj 
perm p*ci ia rvonsn rrw6 3"D inn nana 15 
pm natoi 4 }3*To»na wi o'pTsa nRD 
k,t nr trrroa uru Dn'onn i>ai p pi® 
rnBi6 «i> raxbo nrpn «to npm nw 
nta nrjo too 3*01 H3DO peniDi tooS> rS 

1 Read or VX'X. 

s « -Vro; on line 7. verso, it is spelled with a. 

1 Reid 4 Menahot, 36 b. 


'r-njx: 


• "t 
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(Leaf 1, Terao.) 


inert? nn... inn hr .. 

toe* Til n® • • *0 r^P tro 3 n *7™ 

. v roan 'enter ne?E« *«r • ftpjn • • • • ( 7 ru 


worn ntt j.. me.... a D'r’K. • . .* ’ 

rin 'v ppa po 5 .. n 5 

nrm rnrir ttin nsioto 1 tnptwr crt< 
riYTB *3 f*lB p*a^> MTQT kS VtCBT' 3 
bnpa fea TSfi men ptr ntai * 33 ^ nK " ni ’ 
r» p nrr6 nm ttw» 'o' -perm d’TJO 
nffob naVn oa<7p33 '3 nSTf P 33 

..tnu Vp *131 D3^ l7W n ' rDO 


.^ttur* DnWfi 

.nniK real nam nvni> 

•n. nrpa nv pi» w ** ** * 

mdb idk rennn tacoi r 

pan iai ^ pi raian * m** . • 
nv e nh 'yen p ® tnn ^ 

tm TPKi tw ‘ nron * ^7 *l nOS 
v , rn vi * ?nnw ip ww ** ’ 


^ *T* ?w, and comp. Prov. viii- 4 - s -p^n ? 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 


.ann. 

. v* Mwmn 

inam iinb ’vn*n ncn'tn 'new idik by m 
my *Kbn nom niena xbv nwai n'anbtf 
'*i * ib pyow? r« ik ib TSKH* boo ok 'jam 5 
ib pj»w pK 'ok nw an ib j'yoie’ 'dk pro 
v ivaa pm* 'n 'dk apy* *an 'dk neiDai 
'd kdpd *kd ib pyoie> pK mea ib pvow 
• mens 'Dm k 3 'k brne* p«. aw** mm 
nxin ino*a k 3 *k ino*a *kd Kjnm Kwna 10 
Kin poan byae> pra ir nyioen? k^k p-wb 
ypnpn byai oam my boo ok noiKt? 
byae> Dabe> nb'Kea pa baK ib Die>b 'dik 
byai ibo loaKi 1*vy m So* 'dik ypnpn 
*on ib pK pm miens pan riK trpao poan 15 
■piaKi *pvy bio ib noib -ivnn byab em pan 
mn Kb WaKl vxy biD’b Kin epa ibwe* Dens 
pm* 'n **ian nne* d*dt bio*b vby ‘nae* 

KbK bmen pKa ib*BKi ib pyorn n*aa 

nxnn byab pnoiK p n*ae> ao 

1 Reading doubtful; w imw ? 8 Baiba Mczia, ioi a. 

* — nVn and comp, verso, line 5. 

4 The last six words not in the printed text of the Talmud, but found 
in the MS.; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

4 Reading doubtful. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

’in'3 nnoV rna'-wn noV. 

[to *jdi' an 'ok ’pan mow mod nteftiiH 
D'nnw mu na onx tidc* vb 'an nw 
pa uoo O'au p« sow p« oto iV pan* 

'b{> waw m * vbn Vio' kVk pan wn 5 
viy Voo dni D'Vsan nwna t6e> ruae» 

Vsa '*ra ninja o'Vnan na itjoi mmpn 
nvnn Vsa rws' no ia nn« pan spnpn 
wk rpjo Kirrt p'jan vm by mpo dk 
van* ia jpnVi 4 nispnpo nm'nj nvnV 10 
wnn 'a pa von odd pVoui xbv pVjVjo 
rrb 'ok ann rpopV Kn«n twin ‘pnotn 
rrV dw Vn to'sa vb n»V 'on rrV ow Vn 
n n«rn tpoV tuna nV njinnnn Vs inn 
iniriK n'Vj n'V 'on nV nojo Kpi nnmn 15 
: nji'Vsn by Vin rrV dw Vn -jV ... non 
I'nimn vbvo m'an n« *ppon ‘ijobw nnitoi 
n'tP'Vtwi nxi n'jts'n nto ruwtnn tin nnji 
nnn nos dk 'oik 'dv 'n in« pa«no jt» 
n'sann n« 20 

I do not know whether any letters are missing in the first line. 

Ycbamot, n b. * — nbn. 4 Text corrupt. 

Baba Mefia, 101 a. * Baba Batra , Mishnah , 1 ,3 ; Gemara , ibid., 4 
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XXIII. 

Fragment T-S., vellum, one leaf, 28 x 23 cm., small 
square writing. It contains four Responsa, all dealing 
with laws of TUVD. Of the first Responsum but a single 
line has been preserved, from which only the subject in 
general can be inferred, but not the specific content. 

2. The second Responsum contains a decision by Rabbi 
Zemah Gaon, regarding a woman who lost her KetubaJu 
It is identical with that quoted by Rabbi Sherira, in 
Harkavy, 97-8, in opposing the view set forth by Rabbi 
Zemah in our Responsum, Strange to say, the opinion 
expressed in 57 a-b, 16-17, by Rabbi Haninah, is not 
in agreement with that attributed to him by his son Rabbi 
Sherira. 

3. The Gaon specifies the circumstances in which the 
heirs are not obliged to provide a residence for the widow. 
It is identical with Responsum 22, p. 33, above, and is 
given in the form of an explanation of the Talmudic 
passage Ketubot , 54 a. 1 is defined as “ one house/’ 
and it is taken to be the same as 'nppn, though it is 
difficult to see how the latter can be made to have the 
meaning the Gaon gives it. He may have been thinking 
of Tiypa in the meaning of (€ narrow hole,” thence applied to 
a “ small dwelling-place,” sufficient for a single family, “ one 
house.” Rabbi Zemah Gaon’s explanation of the same 
passage in pV, 53 b, 2, is somewhat different. But as 
our Responsum is likewise ascribed to Rabbi Zemah, it 
may be assumed that fOp JV2 in fv is only a different 
expression for rP2 in our fragment. 

1 Comp. Perles, Etymologische Studien , p. 83. 
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4. The last Responsum begins by quoting the very 
lengthy question put to Rabbi Moses Gaon. In spite 
of its prolixity, it is far from clear in its purport, as the 
Gaon himself complains. The case is the annulment of 
a marriage with a woman suffering from an incurable 
disease, which had been kept a secret from the husband at 
the time of the marriage. The decision of the Gaon has 
been preserved only in part It starts with a lengthy 
explanation 1 of the passage in the Talmud, Ketubot, 75 a~76b. 
the locus clasaicus for the annulment of such marriages. 

Attention should be called to the excellent idiomatic 
Aramaic in which this Responsum is couched, the question 
as well as the reply. It resorts to the use of Persian words, 
like *NpWR, 'pmtFia, and WDnn, which shows that at this 
time Arabic was not yet the only language of the Jews 
of Babylonia. 

1 On the prolixity of Rabbi Moses Gaon, comp. Muller, Mqfteah, 75. 

3 The word occurs a single time in the Talmud, twice in the SheHtot , 
V, 15 and 16, ed. Rabbi Naphtali Zebi, Berlin, and once in /ns, ed. 
Hildesheimer, 209. 
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XXIV. 

Fragment T-S., vellum, two leaves, 23x24 cm., square 
hand; much mutilated, but the missing words and letters 
have been supplied, and are indicated by dots over the 
letters. The fragment contains the remainder of a collec¬ 
tion of Geonic Responsa, thirteen of which have been 
preserved, though not all in their entirety. The name 
of no Gaon appears upon the fragment, but the probability 
is that the author of most of them is Rabbi Natrona! Gaon, 
since a number of them are identical with those known 
from other sources, as will be shown when we deal with 
the individual Responsa. 

1. The beginning of the first Responsum is missing. 
The Gaon decides in it that the work connected with the 
burial of a body, on the second day of a holiday, is to 
be done by Jews. He bases his view on the Talmud, 
Bezah , 6a, and he maintains that Rabinas contrary view, 
fW"n '“On K 3 W KrPKn, was applicable only to times and 
places under Persian jurisdiction. According to the Gaon, 
Rabina was influenced by the fear that, if the Jews per¬ 
formed such labours on a holiday, the 'nan might force 
them to do the same for non-Jews. This is doubtless 
the correct explanation. It is found again, literally, in 
Rabbenu Hananel and in the 'ArwA?, s. v. nan, and in a 
modified form in RashL To connect Rabina’s statement 
with the objection of the fire-worshippers to burial, as 
some modem scholars do 1 , is absolutely false. In this 
Talmudic passage 'nan cannot be taken in its usual sense 
of fire-worshippers. To translate Rabina’s words with 
“now when there are fire-worshippers,” is out of the 
question. Such an interpretation would make it appear 
that Rab Ashi and Raba, the authorities preceding Rabina, 
had lived under other conditions, when, in point of fact, 
fire-worshippers had been in Babylonia centuries before 
them. Obviously, Rabina used 'nan for the followers of 
Mazdak 8 , who had the upper hand in Persia about 480, 

1 Comp. Kohut, in his 'Aruk, 8 . ▼. "on. 

* Comp. NOldeke, Aitfsatze sur persischen QeschicMe , 109. 
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the time of Rabina II, the compiler of the Talmud. In 
accordance with their doctrines of a socialistic and commu¬ 
nistic tendency, the Mazdakites, insisting upon an equal 
division of work and means, opposed the holidays of the 
Jews, which interfered with the operation of their system. 

The same view is set forth in Fragment 18, p. 158, above, 
a Responsum ascribed in n^, 184, to Rabbi Natrona! 
Gaon. In the former source the city to which reference is 
made is "DEO (comp. p. 156, above), probably the same as 
the place called "DEO in the present Responsum, by the 
substitution of 2 for 3 , which occurs frequently in old MSS. 

2. The second Responsum contains the Gaon’s decision 
with regard to D"on 'fc&D, maintaining that the prohibition 
applies only to a case in which wheat, barley, and grape 
seeds are sown together. He bases his view on Kiddushin , 
39 a, and other passages in the Talmud, without considering 
the difficulty involved l . 

3. The third Responsum is a brief explanation of Mish- 
nah Bezahy I, 6, and the Oemara upon it, ibid., 12 b. 

4. Here we have the very important decision of the 
Gaon regarding the law of monn and similar agricultural 
provisions, in their application outside of Palestine. The 
view of the Gaon is that they are limited to Palestine, 
and were never binding upon the Jews resident in other 
countries. According to him, the frequent references to 
the operation of these laws in Babylonia found in the 
Babylonian Talmud, are to be taken as descriptive of 
the practices indulged in by extremely pious men desirous 
of reproducing Palestinian conditions as far as possible 
upon alien soil. They never intended that their course of 
action, taken from choice, should be made the rule of con¬ 
duct obligatory upon all the members of the community. 
The only other authority 2 holding the same view is Rabbi 
Zemah Gaon, as can be seen from his Responsum quoted in 
mm inM, XV. Nevertheless, our Responsum cannot be 
declared identical with Rabbi Zemah’s, on account of 

1 Comp. 'Aruk, s. v. n?n, Harkavy, 224. and ■>*:, ed. Lyok, 106. 

* Comp, the long discussion on this question in Tosafot on Sutlin f 6 b, 
catchword ■vnm. 
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the widely different tenor of the two Opinions 1 . The 
passage in the Jerusalem Talmud, Hallah, III, 60 a, may 
be adduced in corroboration of our Responsum. We read 
there: D^n ptpnBD rn nbaap um, showing that the 
practice of giving the priests their lawful portions in 
Babylonia was merely a custom, and it prevailed only 
among the scholars and the pious 2 . However, it is 
surprising that the Gaon pays no attention to the 
statement of the Miehnah Yadayim , IV, 3, which calls 
the application of the agricultural laws to Babylonian life 
a prophetical institution. Comp, also Suklcah , 44 by from 
whence it appears that the Sabbatical year was generally 
observed in Babylonia. 

5. The fifth Responsum is a brief explanation of the 
Talmudic passage, Bezah , 34 a, the text quoted by the 
Gaon being different from ours. Notice especially the form 
pnano, instead of panano. 

6. This Responsum is identical with no. 77. It 

deals with the question whether a Gentile servant is 
permitted to kindle a fire in a Jewish house on a holiday, 
the circumstances being such as to make it possible for him 
to use freshly cut wood. 

7. The Gaon specifies the circumstances in which an 
oven may be used after Gentiles have cooked and roasted 
prohibited food in it. It is noteworthy that the Gaon, 
in agreement with MS. B, reads, in Pesahim , 30 b, not pPD, 
as we have it in our present text, but pot?, a later form 
of pnot?. In a short form we meet with the same decision 
in D*n, 13, and it may be ascribed in all probability to 
Rabbi Zemah Gaon. 

8. The Gaon decides that bread baked by a Gentile may 
be eaten by Jews only if a Jew has had some part in the 
preparation, however trifling. The same decision is in 
brief found in D*n, 13, immediately after the Responsum 
corresponding to the seventh of our fragment, and we 
cannot go wrong in ascribing the eighth to the same 
author as the seventh, namely, Rabbi Zemah Gaon. Comp, 
also &DPK, III, 129. 

1 Our Responsum is, however, quoted in nTcy, I, 29 a, ed. Lemberg. 

* The expression nSuro irmai includes the scholars and the pious; 
comp. Yer. Kilaim , IX, 32 c. 
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9. This Responsum deals with a case similar to the 
subject of the eighth Responsum, and it is identical with 
that found in 273. The words uenDt? IDS, leaf 2, recto, 
line 27, prove that this Responsum and the sixth (and the 
seventh ?) of the fragment have the same author, but who 
this author is cannot be easily determined. It will not do 
to attribute it to Rabbi Natronai, as Muller and Bamberger 
do, on the ground that a similar decision in tP'V, II, 87, is by 
him, because, although the two Responsa are alike in tenor, 
yet the verbal differences between them are too radical to 
permit of our ascribing them to the same person. 

10. The Gaon explains Pemhvm> 46 a. His explanation 
of cnnn pva coincides with that of the 'Aruk, and our 
Responsum shows that the emendation suggested by Kohut 
is incorrect. The explanation of by the Gaon is 
altogether new. It differs from that of Rashi as well as 
that of the c Aruk l . This Responsum is found, in a very 
corrupt form, in nV, 94, and its author is Natronai Gaon, 
as can be seen from haew, I, 50. Muller was mistaken in 
his assumption (MafteaA, 274) that Rabbenu Hai is the 
author, as the mention of Hai by Rashba, on Berakot , 15 a, 
does not apply to our Responsum, but refers to that found 
above, pp. 38-9, or to that quoted in has?R, I, 49. 

11. The eleventh Responsum contains the decision that 
if the Passover eve falls on Saturday, the leaven need not 
be removed on Friday. In a shortened form it occurs in 
T\*V, 93, where it is attributed to Rabbi Natronai Gaon; 
comp, "nay, 48 d. 

12. Here we have the decision that the leaven may be 
destroyed in other ways beside burning. This view is 
referred to as a Geonic decision by Rabbi Zerahiah Gerondi 
on Pemhim , I, catchword y 5 $n ron, and by Rabbi Jacob in 
Tur, Orah Hayyim , 445. Comp. Saadiana , 126. 

13. Of this Responsum only a part has been preserved. 
It deals with various questions connected with the Seder, 
as, for instance, whether it can be properly observed without 
the use of wine. It is identical with D*n, 165, where it is 
ascribed to Rabbi Natronai Gaon. 

1 Comp, also Tosajot on HuUin , 122 b, catchword hub. 
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XXV. 

Fragment T-S., vellum, one leaf, 26 x 17 cm., clean, square 
hand, containing five Geonic Responsa, the first and last in 
incomplete form. 

1. The first Responsum deals with the legal status of 
a deaf-mute, especially with the question as to whether 
his written order has validity. The Gaon decides, that 
a deaf-mute may transact business by means of orders 
in writing, with the one exception, however, that he cannot 
divorce his wife in this way if he married her before 
becoming a deaf-mute. 

2. In this Responsum, the decision is handed down, that 
a man is not obliged to provide for his divorced wife, 
unless she has an infant at the breast, even if she is in 
a state of pregnancy. But his duty toward her begins 
from the moment of the birth of the child, which, according 
to Jewish law, remains with the mother. It is noteworthy 
that the question addressed to the Gaon refers to the 
opposite view held by older authorities, that a man 
divorcing a pregnant woman has duties toward her. So 
far as I know, the view here attributed to older authorities 
exists nowhere in Rabbinical literature 1 . It is possible, 
however, that Maimonides did know of it, which would 
explain his distinctly setting down his opposition to it in 
fohut , XXI, 17, whence the later codifiers must have taken 
their paragraph upon the subject agreeing with the Geonic 
decision in our Responsum. 


1 Comp., however, Responsa , ed. Coronel, 76, and above, p. 214, line a ; 
and also Geonic Collection, ed. Mantua, 175, this Responsum being 
repeated in 32a. 
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3. Here we have a brief decision against the view held 
by the author of the Halakot Oedolot on the question, 
whether in all circumstances heirs attempting to collect 
bills are to be made to take an oath affirming that their 
father, the testator, had not received payment. It is the 
rimrrU of the Responsum found in Harkavy 1 , no, the 
same one to which reference 3 is made in 7 \tr, Hodten 
Mishpai, § 83. 

4. The fourth Responsum is concerned with the question, 
whether coined gold is to be considered as money or as 
merchandise. The author of this Responsum is probably 
Rabbenu Hai, as may be inferred from the view quoted 
as his by Alfasi, Baba Mezia , IV, 1, near the beginning, 
which coincides with the decision given in our Responsum. 
Comp, also Harkavy, 45, of which our Responsum may 
perhaps be the remmi 3 . 

5. The fifth Responsum deals with the law of Kruno 
ftfnoo. The Gaon’s view upon the subject is lost to us 
through the incompleteness of the fragment. Its probable 
author is Rabbenu Hai, with whose Responsum in 
Harkavy, 35, ours has several points of discussion in 
common. 

1 The passage in jTn, to which reference is made in the text, is found 
on p. 431, ed. Hildesheimer, and p. 105 d, ed. Venice. 

* Comp, also Miiller, MafUah , p. 942. 

* Comp. Miiller, Mafteah. Introduction, p. 41 (n*y), who properly ascribes 
it to Rabbenu Hai, though in the body of the book no reference is made 
to it under Hai. 
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(Recto.) 

ton ttop tom mope ijtt^oa p 'pot? pi ’m 
wn tom ttpi it anai ttni>'D tnn ni>p teai> tt't?p ttntn 
mn ’Inaa p 'pot? pi by man vby ppii>n jam' J iott *b naa 
'ettpio ttop ttan 'ott ttp t?innat? np'aa i^ctn ttaa'pr 
ttopo mbb an iT^ rntt mm ttoim it ana intt 4 iai>'n vb 5 

ai 'ott tuna ai ni> 'ottp mpo 5 >ao rr^ ttaa'pr tb ttanatn 
t?mna .man naa pit t|tt "ate 'otn wi> 'to D'oa papi> "ton 
•pno iaii> ban? 'd by utt nana p«tn ttpi nnaSp tom' t6 
t|tt *]dv ana n*jn'D b tontt pn'ano pnott mn anan 

to'trT'ottpi nnt?m nro 'piatti* jtontt ttn'iai aa by 10 
ttn^o r 6 ‘ttmnt?tt n 6 p tta'i>Di wintt prance ttpii 
pap5> 5>att D'oj papi> ' 5 >na on *»ai •tnotn^ iapoi> 'paw 
' 5 na t 6 'tt *na j'^bi jtto to'i> mi'i nianoi nittt?o 
tta'tti p«tn ttp 033i «ate ttm Mana by p'aooi xoby 
thttb bib i'3'i> ni> Q'pioi n'i> p"dd onn ttnai^B rr^p 15 
'i>'o 5>a ittt? S>att Dana 'bo ttS otboi iai>3 nnpa 
ttnn'tt pnb'tteni it?a Dana 

none 'airo n{> amoi> a"n'o n^»pa moai ttniapo 
3"n'o 'loin "ttop pnaciti tthtt tnttaip ttinn 
i»DiB iapn * pn'3no ttntt mnapo iD'pitti ni> amoi> ao 
b'atto u'tti norma io'oi> tiovkid i>'atto mo 
'Ttt 7 'bn ttopo pm £ pDno'tti • p^iro ni> n'tti W>ao 
tt'3n 'a 7 i>... 'oa itt 5>'atto ttan $>did ttaooi> inoxta 
nema i>att n^pa 'Da'ao ttattmnai ttn5>oitta tonn 
^att ttno'tt p*piot?t& ttntt 'a ttoim 'oa itt • ni> pit 25 
'tto ttat? tti> tttaVi itt na'o *i 5 >'oi n^ ••‘span tta'n 
mama rb n'b ttt?iaoi niaipoi ttaa'ioa pan ttanatt 

1 = H 3 W. 2 =. '1 'o*. * <?»#»», 71 b. 

4 — ^n. * Reading doubtful; NnpbnoN? 

• Yebamot, Mishnah , VII, 4 ; Gemara , ibid., 67 b. 

1 = moVi. 8 b*nt \ar rfon? 
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(Verso.) 

kud'k pai fo pnonoi npona nar >pn 1 on^n ny 
pai np'y i>a Nni>'D na *mr roaito am Kin N-mm 
nnaiyo^ mairo Knaa 5>y nw KiKoa k5>i pnono k^ ro'in 
: Kaa’nay kp pam wa'a'na panai mavn^ iia K3'S> nnna 
onnK by am nor iK^nr anain' 5 nia^na Kvoan ^ara 5 
mv ii>'DK Kin yina r pyara Kin yna D'Din , $> on$> now 
Ki>r niaSna na'nan Kni>'o Km ana ’yinD law omaK 
K"un ^ara • ni^'Kra nrniDo nnairn m kvi pna 
’a'n 'tatao pai 'ypnpo pa 'oaa nun ktb 'aai> Kanm 
kH ana kVik KBoa pna ' 3 Kpi Kyauaa OKn *o man 10 
nitara nrniDo nnairn m ki'b k^k xya'o oxn 
xnano Kn 4 min* an 'ok pn^'Krm 
ini? K’ya'K naioa p'noKi ni>ia na ja'aao k 5>.. Kmoo 
nor 'Kn £ K*rpi KOKnD^ ja'r'm ppooi *kd kowid 
yna'o 5 nnnr 'BK3 m^rna moon 'K 'DKn 'a'n wiano 15 
Kn *'ar oxpn rnnn by ik m’an by a'nan Knxoro 
rrmni>... p k^k K.n' k 5> unowa xnor Kinn nin k5>k my kS 
ja’r'm Kopn p'an Kaon pan Kano «pi>' 'axp K^ns 
by ik man by ii> ana 7 K*an Km nonai* 'ya'o kokhd^ 
p mna ko’P nano it nn nanoa ib naina 'nr rnnn ao 
innr naina wvna Kn Kopin'Kn noirea ik 'b'v 'nnn 
jn*r ny nap xb nao nora S>Kior 'ok 'an nnyn odd 
K in p'noK Kn Kn'na Kno Kaiaon an n'3'niKi D*on 
am nnyn 'aao imr naioa ni> pneo Km ni> a'mo 
ii> nan'i> rpa nanoa pna am Koro iia d"do '3'a 35 
' 3 'an 'a'n 'ai ima nK nia'i* 'na nao pe 6 ii> ana noS 
Knaion Diro nobm 'a'ar nxro okt nnyn odd nnm 
Kp no' pyai naoo i>vani> nvin Kinr naio "Kna nni>'o 
jroa 'an jna nanoa "K.n janoK 'a'ar ana i5>'dki pato 
vnr 

1 Readnmbn. * Read pp. 

* a*n, ed. Hildesheimer, p. 431, end ; ed. Venice, p. 105 d. 

4 Baba Batra, 40 b ; nmo® -HrrvOTD. • Read 'imr. 

• Reading doubtful; wn '3© '*roi ? 1 Baba Batra , 51 a. 
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XXVI. 

Fragment T-S., one leaf, 25x21 cm., vellum, squarish 
hand, rather careless, not tending to cursive, written below 
the line. It contains a single Responsum, the beginning 
and the end of which are missing, notwithstanding which 
its contents can be made out satisfactorily. A man had 
given power of attorney to two others to write and execute 
a bill of divorce. The appointed agents, instead of carrying 
out his instructions to the letter, had the instrument 
written by a scribe. The question put to the Gaon was, 
whether their deviation from his orders did not invalidate 
the divorce. The decision was favourable to its validity, 
on the ground that it could not be made to appear that 
the principal had specific reasons for entrusting the actual 
writing of the bill to his agents. This view is based on 
Gittin, 29, the passage which deals with the law of the 
messenger bearing a bill of divorce who deputes his errand 
to another, and the Gaon agrees with the interpretation 
of the text given anonymously in Alfasi. It may possibly 
be this very Responsum of ours which is referred to by 
Alfasi. The Gaon, it is worth while noting, holds that 
the norm, according to which Rabbi Johanan’s opinion 
prevails against Rab’s and Samuel’s, is applicable only 
when he is pitted against Rab alone or Samuel alone, not 
when the two explicitly agree with each other, and to¬ 
gether oppose him—a much mooted point among the later 
methodologists 


1 Comp. Heilprin, Seder ha-Dorot , ed. Maskileson, II, 304 ; Lampronti, 
Pahad Yifhak, i, 86 a; Malachi CoCn, Yad Maleaki , no. 55a 
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(Recto.) 

Kfo wano."Htn lania "Km oa ia'K mwin .... 

'mai> maa ifoio nmi? naa afoapmo 1 maa ifoio nms? »on .... 
Dnyn ’’awipn wiapn pan nay Dinni> any pin* Kfo Kan... 
'wo 'onin pK ny foi foa p 'yots> pn 'dk '01 pynpo Dinni* 'yni< Pkb» 

*bv foa p 'yav 'nn 'yo *kd nryfo 'n 'dki 4 'yap 'foi not? s KanK.s 

•niaiay dwd Knapn pan nay wiKain waaa pai niaiay fonts* nip W 
oa waon * pnn 'apn pan may D\n nanoDi 'ts* pKD oa waom 
foa rxw nfofo aa fo t\tn nnK ma nt *nn nfoi foe* pita 
mfo nnts> wanDon p*a nmx n'fo in '*ue6 wntsn mi* an* K^i ri'fo 
'aai : n'fo 'ittna Knitsn ^ n'fo k^i Knitsn i? n'tn k^ n'i> nDK K^n 10 
an'aea noiw infooi pn n'a ntsny ’owip D'n nanoo taa tcaai 
.' 'attnp nfo KO'ts® pn nfo kik 3 an 'dk nfo 'now 'nna ’aaa anaa 'tea 
wifoan KnniK nfo 'awipn *Krn nfo Kfo aa fo *|tn pn in 'D'nn mo 
ik nfon im i'fo 'fotn 'd'k n'ya ik P'Pddi na ia"im £ 'enap 'awip 
nfo K'n 'ea p 'de> 'n 'd’k n'ya ik 'iks? nfo T^m nK fowi 'd'k n'ya 15 
Pk ma'K 'ia 'ib ik *ntfo Da 8 iana D'ae6 nDK wiavn p'anioi :':Kts> 

10 Kfo foa foan ’ktbp dic'd Kfo 'oyo Kin n'a "3K 'dkI k!? nnK 
d'kp '’a'nw i'!?in nK rvb 'dkp Kfo dic'd wifoan 'oyon tbpp 
n'fo npo nfo 'an 1'fon nK rri> 'DKn'a 'n’ano pnoKn p*an wiywoK 
ttnapn pan niayn nana p'yots' nfo Kfo aa fo «]k i*fon nK 'foK Kfo Ka*n 20 
pa*yi> mapn pi>na pan map aa by *|K Knoi : nfo 11 Kfo pa nfo pa 
•nfo pnoKi 'ano 'iai oan fo 11 pm noe6 n!> anai amp noe6 pya nama 
'iai ptwn i^bk 'dk foiDtsn ptwnD pn namaa pfoa }fo an noK 
pnn« ifow 'dk pnv 'n pnnwi pa pn 'inaa foiB pk nfo 'dk 'myn pnow 
**nm 'iDtsn an pnnK pa*y!> namaa foo k^> 'dki nfoa pnv 'n a'fo 'oa... 25 
wion? tana po'p foioen an naa 'ywaK pa’yS : Kno'B> Knna po«p 
'foa *an pm* 'na nafo pnv'm foot? pnv 'na nafo pnv'm an pnDK *ai 
nnn 'd'bo D'Kp k3*k foK foioen 'o'tpai ann 'o’tra d*kp Ka'fo Kam 

1 Gift in, Mishnah , VI, 6; Gemara, ibid., 66 a. * < 7 t 7 /t», 9 b and 19 b. 

* Rand hot p*D rmp. 4 - Knrrro *6131. # Gitfin, 19 b. 

• Qttfin, Mishnah , III, 5 ; Gsmara, ibid., 39 a. T Gitftn, Mishnah, III, 6; Gemara, 

ib id., 39 b. • Read ■on. • Our texts read pMi; comp, introductory note. 

19 Read vh. 11 Read nbi. 19 Gitfin, Mishnah, III, 1; Gemara, ibid., 348-24 b. 
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}nd * 'ottf 'ano '!na 'nn tnn pnaon 1 jam pm* 'ia na!>n 'ioN »b pna*o 
'iyi> 'taw ntyfo p pitot? 'n pm tun nryta p pyop 'n mptn 'on ton 
Pi NO*n 1 ^'bn 'on pm* 'm ioa in *'n*i ni> ian*i nirmi naoo ii>o*p ny oa 
naiiiao ia ^dd'S* *ndi ia {>DD*i> intopi ^*nw ton 'aw? noN paim 
pa pi pa *ahai> n^n 'inattn p*a ton Sdbt aa by t|tn na*o p*yopi 5 
ninto nt< 'in ni> 'k*i nb 'n*i'm ruoo i^on ttnapn ni> nay nry^N p pyop 
.if afn not? *Da*a ni> not* 4 toam 'ybx p 'yop 'm *an *ndi : mtt bsb 
afn iot? pa n*i> * 3 np n!> nryiw p pyop 'n nb mm iai i^o't? ny 'iai 
itfo'P ny ttnapn ni> nb ia^n ia 5 >db*^ intopn mi> tn*aoi 'i»Bi> tb'vb nr 

no*o b*a* n^i ia i>DB*i> intup s maa mnwiKoan naoo 10 

.am not? *Da*a *aa *oa *a *an^i totta nni> n.td mrnap urn 

pai *otn mijoan }Noa ain not? m*npn ‘i^a ton Non aa by «|tn nb 
p*ai na*o n^p'B^o n*nv nS ni>iDBi> n5>i nn*pani> n$> maa pa*p dip b 
*3nd nVi mo namai* noos'd Npn p*a 'ai^E& t 6 w *aa ttoaD ioa ton nb 'ok 
pai Dnt< i>ai> nnnio ntt *nn rb 'dni n$> n*i> a*m nnm n*i> b'pen ny n5> i 5 
*tm Na*m :oa Ninna *nipan*Ni> ttnapn nb nay onn pai NaNn 
Noyo i'a B'yK laina lana dni 7 pnn*a oaa *aii>B^ n^’n$> ana*o manan 
nin*na nso wni> n*np nnp’yon p*ai nn*na nsD 'onn 'otn Nn^nan 
aa by *ini N3*nnN NB3N3 nDD mmp 5>*a* n5> n*i> p*no *a nb3n inna 
n*nt?i> i>ia* ttb nainan p ia 5 >dd*!> noD n*nt?n p*a 'oyo *noi 'db ipntan 20 
oa in Nina ni3D3Ni lyo in Naia *N.n *a i>ai ND^yi* n*a "nnpNi’ noo 
onp jo Nap n$> *DNn tbp N*5>yo NannN oa anai bya nnn pan nnai 
io*oi> |nat?Ni p*nnno np napn nan p*an pnid*3 nna Nap sin pnid'3 
niaDaNi iyo in mnyn by may t 6 i n*ap n$> pyop by n*Bpn tun pitn by 

D*nyi> nom N 3 *n pap bi *ONn n*sp to^yo oa n*> ana pa nnai 25 
'Nna 3*D3*ni bfNi onrn anai nsmb paw noNi tipn$> iani oa nna 
D*nyi N*i»yo ninna ppta *noai> mt?N N*nni> n*a*o npna intan taa 
• N*nnN N*i>yo oa pana paw pnnn nan oa na'nai* n*i>p iipi lyon ton 

1 Gitfin , Mishnak, IX, 1 ; Gemara, ibid., 82 a. * Git (in, 84 b, 

8 The words ... b not in any texts of this passage, bat in Qit.tin, 78 a. 

4 Gittin, 78 a. 8 Read nu. • Read po. 

7 Giitin , Mishnah , IX, 1; Gemara , ibid., 82 a; our texts have not otn, but it is found 
in the Mishnah , ed. Lowe. 
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XXVII. 

Fragment T-S., two leaves, paper, 17x12 cm., square 
hand tending to cursive, very minute writing, thirty-five 
lines occupying only 13^ cm. The copyist who made the 
copy before us must have had a faulty model, as appeal's 
from several disjointed sentences, and from the fact that 
leaf 1, recto, contains but five lines at the top of a page, 
the rest of the page being left blank. The fifteen para¬ 
graphs into which I have divided the contents of the 
fragment are in part only regular Responsa; the rest are 
merely short decisions, nipDD niD^n. Possibly, the ex¬ 
planation of the latter is also to be sought in the circum¬ 
stance that our copyist’s model was not accurately written 
throughout, and he therefore perpetuated only the final 
decision without attempting to reproduce the disconnected 
argument. 

1. The first Responsum contains an explanation of 
Bezah , 2; and, as said above, is in a very incomplete 
form as follows:— 

dIpd mW mrn rvmb rrv» nwa Dip': pm 
frVti xbx tid-k jnn f£>u j rt& nn'a 

'bn rrTT3 nw3 Dip: onoK pi 

13TP ppmD Di^b 310 DV3 .Tlbw W3 iTW3 

ruenn p* pio 210 DV 3 inn? 

2. Of the second Responsum, the beginning is missing. 
It contains an explanation of Sukkah , 6, without offering 
anything of importance. 

3. The question is who is to be held guilty of trans¬ 
gressing the prohibition against coupling and muzzling 
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animals—whether the one who works with them or the 
one who actually coupled and muzzled them. The decision 
is in accordance with the statement in Baba Mezia , 90, 
which holds that the prohibition is aimed against working 
with animals illegally muzzled and coupled, not against 
the preliminary preparations for work. It is worthy of 
mention that the Gaon reads Nathan, instead of Jonathan, 
as found in our present texts of the Talmud, a circumstance 
important in fixing the dates of Rabbi Simai, to whom 
Nathan or Jonathan, as the case may be, addresses the 
question. Comp. Halevy, Dorot ha-Rishonim , II, 55 - 

4. The Mishnic jvrc is explained by the Persian dashnag ; 
comp. Lagarde, Oesammdte AbhandLungen , 35, 91, and 
*Aruk f s.v. |WB. 

5. The fifth Responsum is introduced with the words: 

“The Head of the Academy said, ,, and it gives an ex¬ 
planation of a number of names of plants occurring in 
the Talmud. Unfortunately, our text is in very bad con¬ 
dition, as in all probability that was from which our scribe 
copied it. The Gaon apparently identifies the two Mishnic 
words 1 and DW$[n] with the Aramaic teuton and 

2 respectively, whether correctly or not we must 
leave those to determine whose botanical knowledge is less 
limited than the present writer’s. The two Aramaic words 
occur nowhere else in Jewish literature, but attention 
should be called to the interesting fact, that Rabbenu Hai, 
in his commentary on Ohalot , VIII, 1, explicitly states 
that the word xnb'n was used by the Geonim. 

6. The sixth Responsum opens with the formula JWip, 
very unusual in Geonic literature. It calls attention to 
the difference between the view of Rabbi Nahman, as 
recorded in HuUin , 40 a, and in c Abodah Zarah , 54 a. The 
incongruity between the two Talmud passages did not 
escape other authorities. The Gaon’s solution of the 

1 Written vi in our fragment. 

* It is hard to tell whether these two words are spelled with n or with 
n as their first letter in our fragment. 
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difficulty is lost to us. Comp, the Geonic collection p* 3 ,41 b, 
and Introduction, 14 a, and Tomfot Hvttin, 40 b, catchword 
pro an. 

7. This Responsum deals with Menahot , 37 a, but further 
than this nothing can be said about it. Our scribe did not 
go beyond the first line, apparently discouraged by the 
state of his model. 

8. Here we have a decision by a 1 R^a A deposit 

was left with a man, the act having no witnesses and 
not being recorded in writing. The deposit was lost, the 
depositary maintaining it had happened through an un¬ 
foreseen accident, in which case the law exempts him from 
responsibility. The Gaon decides that the man’s word 
must be taken, seeing that he might have denied ever 
having received a deposit. Compare the Geonic collection, 
ed. Mantua, 66 and 321. 

9. This Responsum, like the sixth, begins with twp, 
but this time we have, not alone the difficulty in the 
Talmudic passage about which the Gaon was consulted, 
but also the Gaon’s solution. The passage in question is 
MenaAot , 53 a. 

10. Here we have the Gaon’s explanation of the mnemo- 
technic sign DaypJD in Yebamot , 74 b. 

11. The eleventh Responsum describes itself as an ex¬ 
planation by Rabbi n'tn&Q. This Rabbi is probably 
identical with the Gaon Rabbi Moses 2 , whom Rabbi Sherira 
Gaon calls .Tcn^o in his famous Letter. The Responsum 
is nothing more than a translation into Aramaic of the 
Talmudic passage Ketubot , 5 a, end, on the formation and 
texture of the ear-flap. It is curious that the translated 
sentence should stand alone, without so much as a 


1 There are three Babylonian tftj wi, whose opinions are quoted in the 
Geonic literature: (1) Rab Huna, in 8b; (a) Rabbi Judah, ibid., 
ed. princeps, ai d, and ed. Hildesheimer, 131 = O'ron 'c, 310 ; (3) Rabbi 
Samuel, comp. Mdller, Mafttah y 64, and Epstein, in prr, III, 80. 

* Comp. Rapoport's biography of Rabbi Nathan ben Yehiel, note 35, and 
Mftller, Mafleahy 63 and 7a. 
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reference to the Talmudic text It would almost seem as 
though the copyist had been attracted by the translation 
evidently quoted in a discussion for a purpose, without 
being interested in the discussion itself, or it may be that 
his faulty model prevented him from preserving any 
more of the Responsum. However that may be, so much 
is certain, the Aramaic in which the Gaon rendered the 
Talmudic sentence is perfect—another evidence that the 
author of the Responsum is Rabbi Moses, who elsewhere 
shows himself a master of Aramaic. Comp., for instance, 
p. 212, above, and introductory note, p. 211. 

12. This Responsum bears the superscription 
D'JlfcO, “to some Geonim,” which must refer to the rest 
of the Responsa in our fragment, and probably to a number 
of others which have not been preserved, at least not as 
a part of our fragment. In contents this twelfth Responsum 
is identical with that ascribed to Rab Amram in uTdj, 23. 
It occurs also in Rabbi Judah Albargeloni’s DTiyn 1BD, 49- 
50, where it is combined with another Geonic Responsum *. 
It is an explanation of the Talmudic passage, * Erubin , 42 a, 
on the law of jwnn. 

13-14. These Responsa are probably by the same author 
as the preceding one, and they supplement the explanation 
given there. 

15. The last of the Responsa in this fragment, which is 
incomplete, though it is likely that only a few words are 
missing at the end, contains an explanation of the ex¬ 
pression “Ml vto occurring in SvJckah , 6 b. It is probably 
the source of the 'ArvJc, s. v. Comp. I, 68. 

1 Read in the passage in dtott'd, 'TE, instead of and comp. Perles, 
Beitrtige , 57-69; Graetz, Jubtlschrtft, 18; and Harkavy, 'd, 70. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

.76 'dr naiD’ d’ 7rbo nn*t?a pri natsfo? dv win 1 nneo wi> ii> 
noim i>pn p’anv Rbn ’an drd rp nH "Rm 1 pan on pr r 3 ri 
n’DRn ayRi ia*D pnoR naiDD RTonn nat? Rnew rw 
rrb p’i’po naiDa nann'D na Roi>yn ninat? ’o’ tnbo 
u’d pnoRn pc' i>a Ri> nae> p Rbpn naiDa R’lm Rnoinia 5 
• R 7 , Dm nat? nwno ntrona nYt?ani> mi> pnenai naiDa p’i>pon 

n’R^aa nanroi nemn payi> nn payi> D’lcaa ainam s 
vb nn na m ’D3 *r nn na anai nn noDnn Ra’nn pnoRpn 
nyean a"rpon em a’nann Rinn r^r DDnn Rinn a’W’D 
RDon ’rd’d 'no jna 'n mana Rya 3 pnoRpn 3’’n’Dn Rin ntryo 10 
nytra Noim ir Ra’Rni pya iema nit? DDnn vb wo pnao 
r^r naiDa pnoRpn naen p’o n*b dpdi R3’i> Rm pya nttnn 
RD’Dn wn r^ nem nyca n:j Ran ninat? nmn r!> nx'a nyt?a 
anjop nyt? ny ’Da D’Ri>aa awai a"n’Dn ntryo nyt?a r!»’r 
pnpa aenm D’yanRn nR jdid anarn 4 pnnm •3’’n , Dn jna 15 
rim R3’m p’noRp D’R^a pj'yi> ‘on 0 ’yanR.n nR jdid 
R inn r!>’r a’^na r^> jnron Rinn pnpa Ttronaii D'R^a 
Rpn Rinni a«rron D'Ri>a ma paena Rpn pnpa awn 
np*yi a"ma pnpa patro Rpn niona Tbni> pna j'.njo 
pyoB' 'n 'dr ‘p’j’D ’rd j • o’R^a naDoa mnai? it natwa »o 
’RD^n p’.n pD’^o Rnawo twn dr ‘.tdid pnnn aaen c«pi> p 
nD'en 'oSn pavat? • Rjabm RaR^aSn D’aiybm D"rai> '.n 
n»an in’an nona nn'n "Rain an 'dr R’cnp ,7 ’jRaniRi ’dj 
omm pnj an awna • nnDR nnR p’D na cnw p’a 'ry ’jd!> 
rd^r niRDn vbv mi>y a«n nnr nnayi> pna naea nRDn a 5 
naa Rinyi> n*b noR ipio pro an mb 'dr • * Dnn mi> n’aD r!> 
na naRn 'dr Rm 10 , J'r 'bttmr\ • T'nyce 6 rjw an noann 
D*t?bc? “Tina Tina «pdj iboR bia' 'ji nnon nno tr 'at? ’d^ Ron 
IRon Ri»a twn 'dr 'onn Ri>n nbia^iaan nnn pbn tr 'oib 'in 
D’nan vn «b nb 'dr ’yaw iana Rnot? Ri>a maa pnpoon 30 
R’ttnp * idjrj 'Dib bna' t 5> iwnrnn ’dj ’r oSyo 
nano ’jr«? bia ' 11 nmnoi* ninaon ba niani> nnao dwd nniR nino 
pn'noi* nniR mnp’DR R<m nnR ^n D’aon nnbi Dnbn wt? hr 
nniR ’rd mnwci Rnp 'd’j p dr • pn'noi> pnwo Rin 

1 Sukkah, 7 a, end. * - '03 on ; comp, note 5. 

8 Baba Me?ia, 90 b; the printed text of the Talmud has ;n:v, but MS. M. 
and others read fro; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

4 KUalffiy VIII, 3. 4 - ; comp. Harkavy, 353. • Baba Mezia , 84 a. 

7 Comp, introductory note. 9 Hullin, 40 a. 9 'Abodah Zarah , 54 a. 
14 Menahot , 37 a; our texts and MSS. read onm ; comp, also Baba 
Kama , 11 b. 11 The second yra is to be cancelled. 18 Menahot, 75 a. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

W> pao ‘pox 'no tana n mans xya ’'nm nana yoe> 

• irorp n^p piix pnopoi pnenaa mental? ninaon 
penaa vfn noai nixo nm Dnnoen 'fian nDao ianoi> 

•*non nana xin pona nS nona eni>n vb awt ’tan trn «m 
mnao '33 jn myna D'twn Die»o 4 Dnn «idv 3*1 'on 'tb 5 
rb'yo emp nma 5>ia’a‘ oaypia pts» 'tb *}n pmt D'ana 
•Dn6 niDxi pn'a n*» pxi cram tan pw6 mox nna 
Nona N3TiN r6ia xeyo 'no mantra am nob'd •em’a 
ni> p'an 4 xnyxn xn^o xnaa yep nan xrn^x ntm 'xnnm 
7 Nna'n ^aai yoe^ xin pa'n'a manixa n^'y^i xn’im in!> 10 
nypaa nae> ^xior 'on fcna an 'on D'aixa {>n pyab 
n«n it nypaa xxio nm • 8 nrno ma’pm D’ia ixai 
ruvyxoxa naan noN D'b^n na^tr by noN D'abx nvhv 
inmap Dipoo n".ni nx’no ir nypai> nna ma'pm 
D'aixa *j5>no nn bib noN nixo pom d'b^n 'ar nx’nob 15 
nwjp noN nixo a»on tnixi ieinn sjid o'b 5 >n ny 
'T by |na ^oo D'ia ma'pmr nr no nyi icinn s|idd 
nrno Dna iB'pnn p'an 5>xiee6 rrb to'oon npnr 
*arPN pnoxi Tn’n men nxeo xh n'n'.n niena ni> N'in 
Noyo 'no nSaa nb'nnai* i>o^D'b N'on Tn'n niena in 10 
ma'pm D'ia iNan p'an Diana bo^oon Nin xpnr 'T by 
nnoxat? i>a rr6 mn di’ myao n 5 >i noxy naea nrno 
np'nra x^x noab ixS *nha naem bi nnDNa nar nxpo 
moyoa D’aixa i^no 'on Nam am ^xio? nxt? 
ani> nb Nn'aDn yanxa n^n ^o^od pn i>3x ^xiosn 25 
'na n^n '^iD^oi> tr£ ne» xh N’on n'^onaan Nam 
xi> '^ioSon 'n Nain ani> p'e'poi 'nab bv nioN 
■ji> 'on npnr 'T by ni?iaa ^'o^o'a mama ^oboo 
np'nt H' by 'brnbub nb nan 'oa 'an px xain an 
nixo iron jnixa ixan 10 annx liana' not pnta x5>x 30 
pnrpD fannm D'ia nrno nyi icinn 11 spDion nox 
"nDN icinn nnxh nox nixo enan pm ru’nn 
nox D’D^xa ixan nnx iana' xor nran pnr^ n$> xain an 
n'S> tdn 'oa D'a^xa mnmx 'a bo^oo xin icinn xmo 
icinn tiiD'on nox nixo ron ian mi> pn'Dxn 'Sd 5 >o^ 35 

1 Menahot , 53 a; read instead of Jtoh. * Pesahim , 4a a. 

* Our texts read differently, but the MSS. agree with the reading of 
this fragment; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

4 Hullin , 123 b; the quotation from the Talmud consists only of the 
words jn pm c'iro. • Ytbamot , 74 b. • rc '3 or TD'n:. 

7 Comp, introductory note* 8 * Erubin, 4a a. 9 Ibid., 70 b. 

18 Read iscm? inn. 11 Read rfDnDi. 11 tow? 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

•wo rr^i poirmu nox d'd!>n 'w pn^» 11m mmo nyi 
'Sai 'dx an na rem ."6 nmxn *nnxi> nxiima renew 
•an na ren 'ox pi 'din p'noxpn win ana wxpddi 
nxi^na renew remo mxn o'n Dn^xewi 
•£no nb 'DKn win ani> inwpxn owm ni> niDNn uipo^ 5 
no hy ^d^dd xin 'xn nnoxi yanxa 5 >d 5 >ddi D'e^xa 
W>d^ nnio ix wen nnx "jem* xne> nnm nypan i»a 
D'e{»xa xm iven nnx "jem: nop nnm diboi nSaa 
Trrn men nxeo mnnix o 'xdi rpnmx o imtao xnm 
renoi> xmn nnwa Tim men 5 > xei ttb xan an •£ 'dx 10 
niox new nno nxi^na noai nxiioa renew 
xvw ubd nnnio niox ntwa xvw reno i>a *uxnpn 
nxiima renew rwrma xam niDX pm n-n* nnea 
niDxi nox nixo eon niDxn mpo^ new nno 
ontaewi j • npnrm' by minna 15 
neeo vno nion po ’noain non nnpn mxn o\n 
nnnDax nnixc’ 'eVx nnp’n neen Dueao nnpn 
nnpn neen Dueao innm cjidi po niox noa nnn 
xnm xynx ny xonoi xnnn jxoa nnpn nee£ nnrn 
nnv nnpn 0 4 pnaxpra 13 ii> nnmn noa ni> ao 
noain nnp'n nee* 03 xan xnxyno nmx nui oniDi 
xnxvmD n’nx nui no inixa i»ta^tai> mini pnxn ny 
• 5 mW> miDi pxn ny nnain nnp'n nee' mj xan 
‘ pDonp nyanx pin jio xnxyno p'Dx nui no inixa 
p» iaD ny niyuoeo an net? by an nire yanxa as 
an net? by jonyai nmx eon jnaa nun ii»’x pD 3 mpe> 
nmaw ioa ir naiD nxn pnoix nmx eon mail mine' 
*nwi nmx eon no moo nja niw rwno i>ai niox ew 
xim i'Dinne' ma jnix pxn 7 pDnipiw nmx eon jmx 
xui'n naa mxn O'n • Dni>xewi • xnxrnn p'ex nu 3® 
nuen ’ne> nen> ir nam • enn’e ia ’mn e'xn naai 
pm n’mro pin xn’nco nmm iDini n'anyo pm 
jnai>na iww pan un • p'nnxpi nam^s? nnn'e nuiex 
rroyo p’n non jnix nby p'nnxi neo i{>’dx mrbv 
nxnno nmnn pni> idd n'nnro pna nmyo an 'nx 35 
'nxp xpn xm'n xo*n naa xm mi nmr TW nami> ni> 

Read oipoS. * * Erubin , Mishnah , I, 8; Gkmara , ibid., 15 b. 

’Erubin, 4a b. 4 Sukkah , 18 b, top. * Ibid., 4 b. 

Text corrupt. 7 Read jTn^p 1 *©. 

Sukkah, 6 b, below-7 a, top. * Ibid., 6 b. 

R 
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Fragment T-S., two leaves, vellum, 31 x 23 cm., good, 
regular square writing, between lines. It contains Geonic 
explanations of thirty-six separate passages in Baba Kama, 
occurring on seventeen folios, between fol. 51 a and fol. 82 a. 
Such a collection of Talmudic comments is a rare phe¬ 
nomenon in Geonic literature, from the point of view of 
the number of passages commented upon, passages, more¬ 
over, that follow each other closely in the same treatise. 
There are only two parallels, the collection at the end of 
by Rabbi Nahshon Gaon, on the treatises Sanhedrin 
and 'Abodah Zarah, and the one by Rabbi Hai Gaon, 
in Harkavy's Responsen der Oeonim , pp. 144-5. That 
our fragment contains actual replies to actual questions 
put to Geonim, and is not merely an extract from a 
Talmudic commentary, is proven by such phrases as 
(leaf 1, verso, line 29, and leaf 2, verso, line 27), 
and pw UK *p (leaf 2, verso, lines 17 and 19), and similar 
phrases. Though the comments are very concise, they 
contain excellent material for the text criticism and 
exegesis of the Talmud. 

The following are the chief points of interest in the 
fragment:— 

II. From the Gaon’s explanation of the passage on Baba 
Kama , 51 b, it is obvious that his text of the discussion on 
m'na differed from ours. According to the present reading, 
Rabbi Eliezer accepts mna, and his colleagues, the D'Mn, 
reject it; while according to the Gaon, the reverse is the 
case. But what is of still greater importance is the Gaon’s 
contention, that nT"D in this passage has nothing to do 
with the legal maxim which bears this name in Talmudic 
literature. Furthermore, it is safe to assume that the 
Gaons text lacked Rabina’s statement; otherwise his 
opinion would be wholly untenable. The Gaon’s reading 
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and his explanation of it would do away with the difficulty 
experienced by a number of commentators and codifiers 
in reconciling the contradictory statements regarding the 
principle of mnn in the Talmud. Comp. Rabbenu Nissim 
Gerondi, on Nedarim, 45 b, and the authorities cited by 
him. The only authority whose explanation of the passage 
approaches the Gaon’s is Rabbi Aaron ha-Levi, quoted 
in Rabbi Bezaleel Ashkenazi’s nvDlpD n&n?, on Baba Kama, 
51 b. There can be no doubt that Rabbi Aaron had the 
same text as the Gaon; our present text would make the 
explanation impossible. 

VII. The words jjpann^ ppai are doubtless a lapsus calami . 
The Talmudic discussion in 95 a refers to and not 

to ny:nn. Comp. Rabbi Samson of Sens on Kilaim, I, 6. 

IX. The Gaon justly compares the Aramaic with 
the Arabic 3 Dp, and explains it as meaning a certain kind 
of palm-tree, while the author of the ' Arvlc , s. v. avn, 
misled by similarity of sound, explains it as meaning cane- 
sugar, which, of course, is incorrect 1 , notwithstanding the 
endorsement of Maimonides. But attention should be 
called to the fact that, in our passage of Baba Kama, 
even the 1 Arvlc defines 2 W\> like the Gaon. 

XI. On 58 b, the Gaon reads ptn, not Ptn, as our printed 
text has it, while the manuscripts and many of the old 
authorities agree with the Gaon’s reading. Comp. Rab- 
binovicz, Dikduke Soferim , loc. cit., and on 'Erubin, 106,1. 
Low ( Aramaische Pjlanzennamen , p. 155) was therefore not 
wholly justified in rejecting the reading ptn, which has 
the weight of authority in its favour. The Gaon’s explana¬ 
tion of ptn, as young plants of wheat or barley before they 
have developed stalks, is found literally in Rabbi Bezaleel 
Ashkenazi’s nvaipD n&n?, on Ketubot , 60, where it is 
explicitly quoted from a Geonic collection. 

XIV. The Gaon’s reading p«DK in place of the pniDDN 
of our text is probably correct. It may possibly stand for 

1 Comp. LSw, AramAi$cJii PJtanunnamm, no. 

B a 
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Ispeara in Armenia. Comp. Neub&uer, La gSograpkie du 
Talmud , p. 387. 

XVHL The explanation of K 3 *y as mw rbuv moo is 
very strange. A water-pitcher, itbo, is entirely out of 
place in this Talmudic passage. There can be no doubt 
that it should read D'BD, tapestry. Furthermore, the Gaon’s 
description of the colour as black is probably due to the 
etymology of the word K 3 ¥jf, depressed, gloomy, dark* 
coloured. Comp., however, Bekorot , 45 b, and 'Aruk, s. v., 
roe. 

XIX. The explanation here given for nntip is found 
literally in the % Aruk, s. v., the author of which may have 
had access to our source. 

XXI. The definition of WWW is found in Rashi, who 
explicitly admits having taken it from Geonic Responsa. 
It is worthy of note that the Gaon reads WWW, with our 
printed text, and not WWW, as most of the old authorities 
have it. Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

XXV. The Gaon’s reading nnw is found in a single 
MS. of the Talmud, while all other MSS. read with the 
printed text Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

XXIX. The Gaon’s explanation of DnB 3 tT 3 i >3 is highly 
interesting as the probable source, direct or indirect, of 
Maimonides in his commentary on Kilaim , I, 6, the Arabic 

text 1 of which reads: 31 WO.wfot 3 ^N *TB 3 

TB 3 . This would lead to the supposition that the 
proper reading of W is nsi 3 . It is not likely that the 
Gaon would characterize the dog as Ethiopian and Chinese 
in almost the same breath. Concerning the “ Chinese dog,” 
compare Dozy, Supplements, s. v., and Friedlaender, Der 
Sprachgebrauch des Maimonides , s. v.; and also nvnipD ntw, 
ad loc., where an explanation of *“)B 13 3^3 is quoted from 
a Geonic source nearly identical with that given by 
Maimonides, except that *1013 is taken as the name of a 
place. Rashi has various explanations in different pas- 

1 Edited by S. Bamberger, Berlin, 1889. 
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sages. Comp, ad loc., and on Yebamot , 59 b; comp, also 
* Aruk , 8. v., ids. 

XXXI. The explanation by the Gaon of penin as meaning 
“ploughed fields,” is very strange. The passage permits 
of no explanation except “ woodland.” 

XXXII. The fragment is probably corrupt in this passage. 
Instead of PIT, the reading should be Pin, or, as n and n are 
almost indistinguishable from each other in old MSS. 
it may possibly be Pin, the more so, as the Gaon goes on to 
explain Pin as the branch, and Pin as the trunk, of a tree. 
The Gaon’s explanation of Pin is quoted in Rashi from 
Geonic sources. 

XXXIV. The text here is not altogether clear. It seems 
that the question put to the Gaon must have been, Why 
does the Talmud repeat the word iP'H with the last of the 
ten institutions of Ezra? The Gaon’s answer cannot be 
made out very well. Perhaps the question was based upon 
misreading EPlp as D'fctnp, the false reading suggesting that 
the tenth of Ezra's ordinances provided that one “called 
up ” to the Torah had to take a ritual bath. 

XXXV. Here we have the Gaon’s decision that the tenth 
of the institutions of Ezra, the one on the necessity of 
a ritual bath in a case of impurity, remained in force 
in the Gaon’s time. Comp, above, pp. 40 and 206. 
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(Leaf 1, recto.) 

*,.. d can p* 'otn mayo 'an "xinn Kn'nmn mtyyo nir©{> oan ' ptc 1 
new w rnnao nyanK min wvnK nyi me'i’t? iD'nao d'hdd mw mom 
nry^K 'n D*nso nneqr n.n emao new nnine nj»K novy wnw n 
ninK 'am 'b nan n'ani> nom d’d ninon *ia'at? Kin Tvrto mna tt r 'ik 
ia'i>B <wu 'in ii> -dous'd 'ik apy' p nry'i’K '*» tsuants'D imaus'D a*n s 
nann Kin nna nr ts'onts'oi lium moots' jra 4 mna e* naD map Kan 
ny "pa mna pK nio apir p nryi>K 'n 'am ia amnai ii> *iddb> yrpi 
B'tna "jimo mints' mn ik ry •maiats'D kvtd *vb to 'in ii> niDDurm 
nynnra mtD'n an 'aei> Wan p cno m na' innK nama mm porn ^ 

• aio k!> ima na'inots' * 'idd hsud mn ni> neny iamf i>y ibk nnm 10 now n 
pmn mo 7 idk p nKn *ko nants'ni* jdid 'ai nanmi> pirn inon iv 1 
riK D"j nti naioi> n5>nn ainan ia rtnoi anaa naioi> nmna anaats* 
n*o pa anaa mi> nantemi* nimimi nnann ^ide> 'aaoi aio 'a nwn 
'inns' *iK.n vie? d'd nyanK 8 janotn jn i'i>D 7 po '3 vdb aio nw y 
p nnioi 'ai'DQ vaK nK i>'3KD \tr naa * pnom vieo *31 'db 'iaipi 15 
•pnao vn nr ’wan Diuyi imaoi D'rna lamoo ten Diiynyi 
•niBiy 'vaa nnaa pm dddd mra nn notion nraa nnaa jrw 
mi>n't?3 D'va 'nnn 'nnn Kayo k.h mirma mra min min Kayo K.n 
inauai monai mnx Ki>iyn KDt?o mtt na KnK an 'dkpu ’mm yii 
D' at? pana 'at? jranon tf'pi p pyot? 'an 'ok men' 'n 'dk nteo’D jo 

nK Dn t?jri a'na rum Dmauai euan wm? nt?K 3'na D'a npii 
panan nyann sp niDK nt?an pa'on nyann no nauai pnrtn nn 

na nranni t?pai waiaten Krya “amaK Kann nrKa 'niDK Dn vm 
Knto k!> Kryi mnai> p*i>D *xd tti KDio'tsn p'a ja'nDK na k!hk a'rro 
Ditro amua main ik DUtia dh?d amna k!>i mn wo nn tooi> trnna *5 
pKa 11 nano 'a Dnn ii>*mt nmyt? 5 >i noni> nan min }3 di?di a'naon 
nanam nyann i>y KDio'en Kvy 1S0 mna pKi mnna a'rma 
poo mn 5 >p “mnano K 3 t?p ppn tnaa mnn * pn'inn i>y a*ma ix 
pao 'aK niia Ptn ii> noK *aDp iniK pmnp D'i>KyDt 5 n D'non 
naniu? iona naaon • mn on'a'a pm iti> it nipian nriK pa p vbv 3° 

D'niyts6t? ik D'D'ni>t? ynr mno “ pm • mn tidd pmiyi inK nmat? x 
Ka'an 'dk • 18 ptn ttnpa mn D'inat? nwyi> spin Ki> jrniyi pp mnteoxi 

1 Baba Kama , 51 a. * Read ronca; * Baba Kama f 51 b. 

4 Comp, introductory note. * Baba Kama , 5a a. * Read moo *= moio. 

7 Baba Kama, 55 a. * Yoma, 75 b, our texts read 'Vrp with 

• Kiddushin, 31 a, end. 10 Read mao or a'naon. 11 Read -uno. 

12 Baba Kama , 58 b. w Our texts read rm; comp., however, the introductory note. 
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pn *trTJ np tsnm «nav ‘raw insa 'am iro pits' iax ia ’’an ana hi 
p pjw 'an 'dm dim cno todd papi ncitsn tsnn Ta nnpan nx n^itsn 
inx todd pinm na'in ni>na ii> loots' xi>M mb' m^ rppmn ndbto trpb 
'm ’rrpm na xnn 'po 'md an nbvo nnjna mw pn nonets' ii> pdd 
todd piss’d nnpia Mints' to i>p f|x na ranks' ii> nDD i^'dm 'dm jam* 5 
• nb *dddi ni> npao inx mp Mim mi> ona Mpn tsnnn xnav 'po ’md 
nnpaoi nainrn nDDaa xi>M rbytb npinn j , mb' nnpan mwo ‘nsaaa mi 
• jtobdm itop Dtsn Min oan OB' * pnia 'axn epv an 'dm • mv mv xiv 
ntsnsai ni>o aaa Mint an 'dm Mnpoen MapDD n*n inran Min laatsro xv 
names' naMn 'cm * pnoxpi ixapi inn nans' ntsn?a nits' ntsnjai *»ap i>'M 10 
xnnitn xapro mS »axpn pan moM nina unx' nanni Mama naip 
■anM» mi> tsnonn pn nnaM by nmn Min MnniMn pann im 
rvb ts'Mno pn nina na naa Man m rrniB'ia ni> mdp nana nnMD 
max^ nina naxn xi> xoi>n im ntm rrnitsna nb mdp nana nnMD 
Min pan rrri> 'mdm mtodm 3 nina mb m xronna max 15 
'dm *|Di' an xvi pann iain.ni nxco pa'j 6 n'nie'ia mopixn 
• dm? tub 'Da panno i^dmi *axp xb na tsnM* MnniMno 
naMn n^wi pidbh vi>p napi jnan ina naxni> *pi' an rraniMi 
nil bwid m nDsa pan na Man niapi* nsn nn tsntno nrn Man 
mamiM • nDDn xniD'xa Dip’in n'i> Mrra Min mapi> nann pm 30 
Min MD'ts'D tsnM' ' 3 Di> md ’3 im no'M inran Min laanp naxni* "ax 
vmsna inn no Maonn 'dm tsnp inn nx enp* n b^mi e^npo no 
MnnwiD na tsnM’ nana potsn tsnM» nnM iMi> xin< initsna i>a f\x 
laatsna nsio oxnpn xn Mnvnno xn'ano nnaomi Man 'dm oxp Mi> 
n'i> nvn pn aatsna nnapi Mnop inan md^im nxn nn intan Min 35 
no'oij ii? tom tod Mint exp xin 'oxn ;md xa'x na ntsnna nans' 

• 7 nnani> tsnpon rrnann pnp i»tan *oa xan tsnao aatsro iron 
paoDa nona nimp nx napon nt jnxDDD nats'no px papi’B' 
naina i>ai d'Md nxr • nx'cc no Dniwts'tsn • pmv i>a |tod nits'pb xvi 
jnwpi> D’bpa pi»p paisnc dm }naxi>D nnoaa xi> *tx npr D'i>a 30 
,w pnn pan runts' nts'yoa nxcion naunon nxcio pi>apD D*i»a 
xSt jnxDD nna pi>ip pxi natsmaa jnxoD n* pnv D^an i>a 

1 Baba Kama , 59 a. * Ibid., 59 b. s Read Hpn'n w KVn. 

Baba Kama, 60 a. * Ibid., 65 b. • Ibid., 66 a. T Read rman mb wipm. 

Read hhotc. 9 Read jhttd = pirc. 10 Kdim, XXV, 9. 
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nasoro nattbo jnon w Dips ba 1 p w Karp ttbm • new na'ra ira 

* ttb’tt fn«DDD naemta pit nattbo pnD'n pttp mpo inttotao 
oao • ropn niyixn naoo yxpoi nnwp nbiay mce taw xvm 
trm tvov naoi naoi aaa nnay \trbv nayp pa 8 ttora mneop 
mmpa initt panto 4, yan ona ’son ntnw ia nmm ttonaxrx 
ttm 'van DiaB' ban 'ym nan ttmt? na nontt nontta nontt 6 
• sin biro nan itt ton ma nan ima mb mtt • iaoo iencn xx 
mman pao p 4 npibn pm nrb nr pa narum man ton nna nan 
nywi ~mo mtw ronn jn 'in emenb *vny 'attp pib op 'itt 

ncnnai noinn pa nnna ib t r *ud mtto 'n nroi bmo w nero 10 
naD pyet? 'm w 'm mim'm nnittn bmo labim lat v pbinb up 
' ttob ttnamtta ‘ pnottp • nnien bmo pit nabini nro ib pit xxi 
anan pa 'ott nw an poo bya itt mbt? ttabo Dcnob nro ttpea 
'ttob rnnna mbpb mnp ttwnp 'ttby ton p maynon p mb 
mro ppearo ttb 'nroan ttaioo «ttm ttabe mbp men ittn nra ttpea 15 
na nattn 'dm ‘ nice toanm a«n natso naoi aaa • oann *tto xxii 
anna ttpn pa yao: 'b napni wttno 7 na'ttn Dipy ib nmta tton 
bai poibenn p moe iPDaa pman ban poibtrn mby mb ieaaa 
ttb mb 'em ma nnata pa'ybi ’ poo obpo pit ipeaa a^rmnan 
by «|tt ttb'tt nttn nnaoa na mb opo ttpn pa mane* ny 'b napm ao 
pnttb mb nano ttattm 7 attpi naoo inaoo mb opo ttpn attnan aa 
nb am ntta nnman pa iott by ta ibatti nnm matt pntt 
ttbtt opinn 'b ttma ttb mb 'tattn pa naa tan na wnp jantt 
ptaana nabn mmean ma ratal aaa • mar 8 mam nttn ana xxm 
pppoi npom nyantt naibpn Dbcna D'niDan ma nam aaa pnn as 
'em ton nnto 'n ’ao ttn natt 'tatt Dbpoi npib pit ntai npib pto ttm 
noi npib pit ton nrmn nabm mntta ttnabm mbi tabwai npib 
na 'tattn mana nan -pn nabn jb tto'pi • Dbenai npib ptti xxiv 
'tatt 'anb nix ’anb nnnn mm nto • pppoi *nnr nmay p xxv 
annp nnmtt nntt Dny 'na mt? v.np paa “vbana ann ttaa *att 30 
ttineu pyot? tta spDbi nmtt np'na.m nnntt nttai pyop ntt pittn 
map ia 11 pyop 'nn mbpta najrttn • vbana ann tta mb mm *ti xxvi 

1 Baba Kama f 66 b. * Add 1 Baba Kama, 68 a. 

4 Ibid., 69 a. * Baba Kama, 70 a. • Baba Kama , 70 b. 

1 Text corrupt, and to be emended according to Baba Kama , 70 b. 9 Read rrrat. 

9 Baba Kama , 73 a; Nedarim, 87 a. 10 Baba Kama , 74 b. 11 Ibid., 78 b, top. 
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■trddd mino Ri> .tto norm tth nonao rrn mayno pr Di>iyi> 
nnayno rrn 'dir to inpiriDi ntyi>K 'no pin mince .trod rS 
'dri pyot? 'm r3'!>ri me p Dii>pD mim lairRa .mam 'n 'dri nonao 
npii>n i>a rwd *iD'pna y*®i aaa • 1 idr$> non iam ie*n mw ny xxvu 
•ppo wrm nmno roann * pm ncpn nnpa ii> jr®'t? nao 5>y 'aiano nr® 5 

• pro iman d'kor jniR irt tbv 4 iprai wu'r wa'tn*a Ri>i mvih 
• 'a'v aio iniR pR*np D^Ryotri Rin 'tana aio * Dnsa ooio xxix 
•Dnaay pa *Rim ppn mpien itnni rvto mi>n bv pao'D Mm 
io TRtsn n^y p«on Rpn Rin pne» po 7 naeo pn by pjmno xxx 
R^> p'pTDDi Ton aon jiaa ma'am by niRai memnon way® 'ana 10 
n'apn R*ant? pm ni> p yenn' '*i 'drt boo Rn ni> pneo Rn r'B9 
to • nyiayaR pnt? wi 'at? d*3D3d eon pinao ni> omren by xxxi 
nona 'ima 'an Ra*i 'dri wt nemna |nona pyno 8 pernna pyno 
npn nemna npn nona ioR nan nR mDDD pRt? noa nemna npn 
mDBD rw npn nemna nDa nona pat? ioi nann r^» mDDD r'.ip 15 
em'D p d*ir^ '->Rt?o *ntrn pRa nt?yai neyn nR “nDanoi 
j^r bv tain pa pait? dr p fr'xbv 10 piRi jo mo • nona ioRoi> mu 
Rina linma *pin ri.h? run pa r5>i ji?'R 'mxi>t? ejay p nit p r^i 
’ i>nDai>t? pi»ro ?r*iatai>t? 11 no ia'at? p r5>r pait? dr p Ri> ann i>an 

• ram* Dimi D' 'at? nonni> Din ion Rina i>Dat? rVr my Ri>i raw ao 
ram® Rxion “p'noRn rvi D'ann pn R'onDRa i>oio no rxd xixiii 

• iS? ibm 'nn Dt? pvo oomt? mpo ioai nima Rnaioai D'DnDRa 

npy wot? p in DnWt? noa r5> 18 o'Rinp 'i>yai> n^ao jp'n xxxiv 
Rnyot? niaian 'tronai 'aoo mina pRmp "w nmy jprn mapn 
irnRi na i>oi®i> pan nrm nyioem ni>yi 15 D'Rnp ’i>yai> n^ao pm as 
“Rmnapn 01 'eoanai 'at? mina pRmp wt? hcri nyiot? twn p 
.trdid Dni>Rt?t?i 17 rrpnpm nnR nnR ibho'di “ R'n nivo Ri>m xxxv 
'at? nnno i>aiR^ 'm* piR3 R'n mion nRDiD r^ir R'n nmon 
Tiv pnRi> nvinai *np iay mvo it ynr naat? iaco Rvn *a trRi 
p Rmm pa'a pm mo niRioitai pm • mty napna ni^ao xxxvi 
oa.. 'Rai nat?a iaoo pi>oiai vi»y pania pi>nn ® byv m “pm Dorian 31 

1 Bekorvt, 7 a. * Baba Kama , 79 a, top. * Abot, III, 16. 4 Baba Kama 1 79 b. 

• Ibid., 80a. • Add rran mp» ? 7 Baba Kama, 80 b. • Ibid., 81 a, top. 

* Bead rctrrcn 19 naim? 11 Read no\ 11 Baba Mepa, 99a. 

“ Baba Kama , 8a a ; for ovnp read D*mp or □'np. 14 Read rmc. 14 rrn pn ? 

l * * KrmiH id. 17 Comp, introductory note. 1# 'Erubin, Mishnah , IX, 4 ; Qemara, ibid., 98 b. 
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XXIX. 

Fragment T-S., paper, 22 x 15 cm., writing square with 
tendency to cursive. It contains three incomplete Responsa, 
the last of them numbered twenty-two (22). 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is 
missing, is a part of a long Responsum by Hai Gaon found 
in Harkavy, 164-7. It deals with the law of njmo Sm. 
It is noteworthy that in our fragment, as in the manuscript 
used by Harkavy, a blank space occurs after the word 
StD'n in the first line of leaf 1, recto, yet that the two 
are not copies one of the other appears from their 
differing orthographies. This Responsum is also quoted 
by Albargeloni, in his nnn^n 'o, p. 18. 

2 . The second Responsum contains an explanation of 
a Talmudic passage, Menahot , 55 a-56 a. The text as 
quoted in the Responsum differs in some details from our 
printed texts. 

3. A passage in Menahot (fol. 37) forms the basis of the 

point discussed in the third Responsum. The question 
relates to £izit and Shaatnez. Unfortunately, besides the 
query addressed to the Gaon, only a few lines of his reply 
are preserved. There can be no doubt, however, that this 
Responsum is identical with that quoted by Rabbi Abraham 
ben Isaac, of Lunel, in his II, 101, the author of 

which, as Muller has shown in his Mafteah , 215, was Hai 
Gaon. 
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(Leaf I, recto.) 

•anxrax i>jn pot i>ya Sou p:yin oor 
n^nn xDjixa payn'oa ireojx 
inoo xaoen nddidd win Daw vn 
x3b*-b naai njnoa xin una 1 6 'yarn 
Sou arn'D^ nnc'i’ p.ai> ivSt xSyb 5 
noBO xin -do noBo vb "xani 'pin 
'oxaa xSx nnxrux noBo xS nano 
«xjm arno Sj n'Soai anua ini> 
anio i>a n'Soaa iaina -did mi> 'ox ui 
xin lana x:t? xi> xin dux ixSx panxai 10 
xi> xjnio iDo 'x iana xi> xjp 
ir6 'oxa 2i by t)x dux 'xi uno 
'jmoi 'jmoa ’yum anio i>a n'Soa 
pn 'jmD iu cjid ay 'yam u’o ppasa 
<03 Don'x 'yah DU'xa o:ix xvanaa 15 
xyara Soxa xi> pan a’na xin pan no'oi’ 

rrb 

'bo a'na'xa ’yam inoa djixS uno xin 
pun xp panai Djrra die' nnxoBO 
by puoDi xji> ponpa jxd nay pam 
mxa ixSx xjna aa 'ox 1 pnoxa x'.an ao 
v ‘ iNinB^> rraxonin rri> »ddd mn n'i> 

Baba Batra , 47 b. 

Comp. Theodor’s remark in his edition of the Midrath Rabba , 141, 
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£ia win 'b 'we joru an 'ok 1 |3'idk nyoi 
pnayoi fran |n"Ki ran ww 
vran pk ran warn? ji>m pa 
pnp'DKm ma .tu? p*royo pw rata 
ona itq'd'? wpm "Kop paviynN 5 
D3K3 i>'D3D *K1 liTOjn ’3'3t 1 B 5 JO 
urb'Vi k!>’k Kin Keen? ik!> ^DKa Kymo 
ronoi 033 r&n npnn t6'?b wcnnsna 
n’iKT3Ki '3*ara pan 3'nxan [kdi 
aniKan Kin 'b'Q ’enesnin kiobh kidib6 10 
"dk Kjnio idkd nan jkd K3't<n mt?oi 
rri> wi>'D3D iSdk 'tn Kjrnon n.ne6 
'trwab u'pn i»iD3’i» xb Kjmo prfc 
nnio i3'o ppc3n mini no'cta ta) 
K3'm 'P'dd 'pbob 'ynio $>a «pD ny 15 
Kfii>K 'ok 'K D31K lino .TyniDI D'3'K1 
K^I DITTO '3.10 xb 'OK 031K31 '^'D '313 

Kn^’KB' niDa jin’e^pKni Kjmo ^oto 
tM? Kjnio Kinn inoan p'roe'o 
i>’0K3 K^ 0«p D31K.1l? JOT S>3 KID pan ao 

1 Baba Batra , 47 b. 
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nrony bsn nnp6 by pa«ni 1 naioai iron' 

• 1 RBR *RBB 31 'DR V R 1 RDJ V HIT'DR ^yi 

nrixi .many by nnR one' a"n pon 
Hoi DRnp Rm p'ppon nn«DR i>y 
Rm Trr npyo rmp mm'D ruv’BR 5 
16 *Rnyop R.n npna rpibd Rn'ia 

1 DRJ 133 R^m IlD^n no pen ilBRn 

pon iiB'yn r!> 'crjp »b 5> pon npyn vb 
'ub 'iio^n |Si 3 by nnR r^'r a^n r.t r^ ‘to' 

nRjr iio^i nnn ^>aa n«BR nBRn r^ 10 
w ninro iT'br no .t^r cnpn^ 
novy db 3 n'Sy p3"m in' npyo 
npyo bai nnanyi nnp^ toax dr «|r 
■T^ y pa«np cjits'p *in'R^ nap 'Trr 
1 'idv'r 'rd 5 > pnoR rp pan novy db 3 15 
rh * irpiBi D'np a«n id'd^ rbb ai 
■man Tijn rh ton .ibri rii iijn 
iiBRi win yiy dr RD'n r^i n'i? ann 
aa v pn^Nen v avn nnR win 
nnna Sko b'p& mn xraxi 4 pnoRi rhi 30 

Miahnah, Mcnahot, V, a; Qemara , ibid., 55 a. 1 Menahot, 56 a. 

Ibid., 55 b, top. 4 Ibid., 37 b. 
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unp P'DB'X «!>ni KTI3P3 'W 31 T3 1 D 1 
.tpdpix mod »3 ’to xS 'ox nb n*oim 
'xoi p'DD'K Dnno rri> 'dx rra p® xp 
rwrvn m h'ai uv'tp'xt mox 16 xcyo 
i 3 'bpn ttb noi> dtivui xraxn by p'ddjp 5 

P'DD’XTJ 'XT [riP'D pD3 'X ITT HD3 
uoyp npyji fnivo ni>D3 imm nn 
tdx xoyo 'xd |nPD rrn’i> 'x x^x 
vuaa 'bn nipp Din txh *x pnox ® 

«XH f? X3D iT3 pen3i> TDX DTX^P 10 
XTP TJ? TJDyP * pHDXT XiT Tyi 
XDPD 'XD ’3f1 xnsb'.T HJ1 '1D1 ITIP 
ibb niD3 mm n'vra poa s pnn 
TDX XDPD 'XD 1P3li> nW>3 1^'DX 

7 oxp 'an xoin ix 'id xbi yip xi> xn is 
TP'y 13'jnx xb nxa' 'id ix yip ix 
.. DTpT no nil v i'di yip ni^'cn i^x 
xtt3 xni>’DT xinn pan 
napa tdxt xm xpd dipdt ‘nnai 13 
ni'yx yanx pn'jno np’jn noyp dipd xS ao 
v niaayo 

1 Menahot, 37 b. * KilaXm , IX, 8. 1 Menahot, 40 a-40 b. 

4 Text corrupt 
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XXX. 

Fragment T-S., paper, two pages, 27x18 cm., upright 
square hand, not early, rather small, possibly a part of the 
same manuscript to which Fragment XVII belongs. Both 
fragments have catchwords in the margin. The present 
one contains three Responsa, apparently nos. 67, 68, and 69 
of a collection of Responsa. 

1. The first Responsum, of which the beginning is 
missing, and the end is badly mutilated, deals with a case 
of conflicting testimony. The parties concerned are 
mentioned by name, Elisha and Yazliah. 

2. The second Responsum contains the Gaon’s decision 
that a kinsman three times removed may act as a witness, 
a view held by Alfasi as well, while Rabbenu Tam decided 
against the fitness of such a witness. Comp. II, Tur , 
Hoshen Mishpat , 33, and Harkavy, 253. The author is 
probably Rabbi Nahshon Gaon, whose view, as quoted in 
Jjn? IV, 10 b, agrees with that expressed in our 
fragment. The same Rabbi Nahshon is the author of 
a lengthy Responsum on the qualification of witnesses in 
P% 1. 

3. Here we have a lengthy exposition of the rights of 
a husband and wife in their joint property, a case dealt 
with above, p. 155, top; comp, the introductory note on 
p. 148. 
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wrw ip neiDPD pimp pn 'isnoNpi tonne* pntro pan main tnw m 
penm 'ia 'b'n jb 'D'pi nt irw nn lb'DN 'din snip p penm '11 into ow 
ton anp 133 in jimim? tubam pin ntnn nnai pics 'to Nrnp p 
nihab nsno i>apo bpi nd'P ovir nptna ncrv 'pkdi wk prapi 
ip im t*nnaip pr ip penbNb mb ip mm i>a mb mo mi>p Np'BDb * mi'cn 5 

* /r TDHl 

it*p n.td mm D'ntto 'din into .130 'din iitn ipa pnapi pan d 
ibsi Nnnnt? ni> ttprn'N NaiD pnnnne' tubfi'D 'to n3D D'nND bbaa er 
piao nS mi> NpBDO im pr 'dn in ki pnnntwb mboai ntnn bp pni» 

r Npm’o Nbi nN3 i>p p'aoDt not? ’n.ti 'iN3 'Nn mb mn mianb mb 

D'ab Nnb’oi Nmno pao'i> pr mab pmmi> Nni>'D pni> npbdd w 10 
npma neni'i mpi NDn' mb mm Nin nano i>apo bp imb jimpao bai.... b 
pa pni> p'bdd in nbin iruno ptb mnai> Nin nino i>apo nd'P 
n'ts^» trcn pa pi me'ii’b np'ddi nip mb mm pnm p *imb pnmb nx> 
pi mbp rottanw [linen y&bttb mb n'Ni warn Npo'p bai me' p i.i'b 

baa niNcniE' pso'noi mn memm Nin mbsm Nnipto winner f.... na 15 

P'a Nn'aa paem i>ai 'boboo p:'pbi pmbp paooi bpio 

p pi'p'DNi D'nipNa 'boboo bab.i».a Npn'Da 

piDN in .. 3'3ptn tow p I'D.i nptn 

ma i... mm 'in’Nb.inpnN. p..aii .menn ^ 

"trbvi ptrNii ptPNia wher [DjnWtr nnp pipbi •}.... jp winner 20 cam 
aib n 3 n an mb nbe> 4/ cnpi ntb nt p'erai u’ni ia n5j'n ipnb ieo 

ICON 't?N 31 ia ID ptW13 t|N 'DN N311 ICO IBO 'B^ber "bn NDn 13 t)Dl' 

13 'D'S? an NOIS'D NIDIt ID B'll 'B'N 31 13 1D3 'b'.l n'bl N31 N3N3 
mi> 'dn Non 13 sjdi' aib N33 ai mb nben 'a winpoer in baa 'bn 'B'N 
'dn pi nb pino pau pn in mb 'dn 'no pn3 an Nn ‘nidit iob N3'ai 25 
ns'D pot? Naia 'b'n n'b 'dnp Nbi 'B'n 31 ia ioa 'b'n n’b 'dnp Nn 'b'n ai 

N311D P'PIDD Np Nbi 1.1 *|'D 1 D N311D 'piDob IN 'DNP 3ini N3N13 'b’.l 
iboni Non ia f|Di' aib N33 ai mb nber pa'Niai 'dnp 'an nsi ni'o pot? 
b'DB N33 311 pB'Nia Nin 1 BOD Npl 'DNP mt?B31 'DPD N31 Nnpl NpbD 'N 1 

1 Ketubot , 26 b. 2 rp*rn? * Baba Batra, 41b. 4 Ibid., I28a-i28b. 

5 This is the correct reading, and not prra, as the editions have it; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
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*3nD on x(>X 3*(>D'D Xp *3l(>B'X ix(> X31 n3*D JrtDET x(>X ( 01*10 *plDX^ 'NO 

3i(>D *03*3 or&xtrEi : mnxia '(’vn pe*xia *e**(5e* xaa 'i(> n(> 3i(>D *D33 
(53 i3*xi 13 x(>ix o nrn(> po inx Sa* pnun ine*xi (>pa i:*an xam 
o**xn p npb 1 'expi*3 nnaina(> r6 in** *03 ix nnainaa n^ ansi X3*n 
nan 'ox *rby pnoxi D**p inpo n 3 D*x (>oa inpo ne*xn p np(>i irm 5 

nnawi3(> n(> irw nnxi nnainaa rb anao*nnx nw e*i(>e* pixa xsin ai ia 
n*am n(> (>**pi *xei> moxcn pa *oxi *3*m *i(*e*o Die* n(> 0 * 33 . 10 * nnxi 
p npi> *31 D*D33 1X00 XD*(> IX *XD ’Oipo(> 1 }3*1DX1 nl'inXD Xtfl pB31 nb 
xi>3* x(> *kdk * 110 * 0(5 ne*x x(>3' x(>i o**p inpo ne*xn p np(>i itiii e**xn 

io*o(> x 5 > 3 * iaHi nnoai pcnna nm *p'» ni> 'oxi. (>110 

nio op tub *ai pa*o x(> d*d 33 ixe*ai . 13*0 ppoon *(>pa(> *n*e*p mi nns 

10*0 b x(>3* n(>pa p opi ina n3*o op i(>'bx x(>x nnainaa *|id*d(> x(>an 
■m'ow . . , , , [nn] 

'ox xm 3i?D *033 ’oiyop xtxi * 'idxi xbioi *(>pa(> *n*OT?.... nn3 

xpi }xo(> n*(> xi*ap xo(>x m (>3 x(n ic*p x(> 3i(>o *D33a naoe* ne*xi e**x 
oi(>3 x(>i ion x^> noun p upi irm (pao Opi X3*n io*ox 'ox *ai *e*po 15 
xpBD *n*x xi*rxi n*oi lmx pan xa*n io*oxi ion*x *a ppiDoi 
X3*sn ia *di* 'n *3i pain xnapna pboi imx (>’rxi n*oi *n*x pan *D3*xi 
3 'pxi *3*ar lixn 4 n.. b x.... <03 ix »cbyb miin *3*an xa*n (>ax 
p*ai 'opo *xo *Vsra^ *n'e*p mi nru 10 * 0(5 x(>3' x(>i xe**ia (>paD *api 
* 31 x 0(5 x(j 3* mn .13*0 wp nnpio 11 ... *x jnnopix nmena mpp*oi 10 
nvinx xie* x(>i p3no*pix nmena nip’po xm na*x cb xin mn x(>i 
n(> li’nin n*nin ox n(> mo ino dx 3i(*o nap p i(>*x 5, oxpi ...(>...(>.. 
x3pDo pin pi ni’inx n*(>p (**ap xi>i (>pa by junoe* x(na *oxi *3*m 
x(»*x (>Da inpo ne*xn p np(>i irm (>pao np(> *3 i\bo *D33i }3*poo* 
jmso* 'oxi irp*(>X '13 'oxi 1 D*DX 'o*x n*P3 1X1 13*10X1 I3**mO XpID 35 

.xin '(>i3i isos i3*xe* *b(> nn i*nnn p’xe* *b(> nr d*di* ix di* 3 pe** 

noon (>pa i* 5>pao oxp nm ne*x.io oxpi ip *03 3i(>D *D33 id*dxi 
3 'px nvinx (>3'pi n*5>p p3noo*i n(>p 3 (> bio* .iD’sam xa*m .i3innnn by 
nbyib Die* nDiaon ‘non'x *ioxpi *3iar(> (> 13 * x(> mmcna pinion 
pin 'ox 7 mm ai *o dp pm jnu *sx o*oi 'oix xim n(>Di3 *3x *(>3 'ox x*m 30 

1 Mishnah, Qitiin , V, 6 ; Gemara, ibid., 55 b. * Baba Batra, 49^50 a. 

* Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 4 Read rrrft WM n'b and comp. Rabbinovizc, ad loc. 

* Mishnah, Yebamot, VII, 1 ; Gemara , ibid., 66 a. e Yebamot, 66 a. 7 Read rmrr. 
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Fragment T-S., vellum, one leaf, 25x17 cm., square 
writing, but not careful or uniform. The fragment con¬ 
tains thirteen Geonic Responsa, the first and the last 
incomplete, and the rest not legible in all parts on account 
of the blurred writing. 

1. The Gaon holds, that as a rule the blessing over the 
light in the Habdcdah ceremony at the going out of 
the Sabbath may be recited by one person, the rest of the 
occupants of the room following in silence. An exception 
must be made in the Bet ha-Midrash , where it would cause 
an interruption; there each one should do it himself. The 
same question is discussed in Berakot , 53 a, where, in our 
text of the Talmud, the opinion arrived at is the opposite 
of that advanced by the Gaon. But there can be no doubt 
that the text as we have it requires emendation, in ac¬ 
cordance with what, to judge by the decision he rendered, 
must have been the reading of the Gaon, an assumption 
which finds corroboration in Tosefta , Berakot , V, 6, and in 
the reading of Ibn Gajat, 1 ,15. Comp. Coronel, HO, 
32, and Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

2. The second Responsum gives two reasons for the 
custom of looking at the hands 1 while reciting the blessing 
over the lights in the Habdcdah ceremony. It is note¬ 
worthy that the Gaon speaks of looking at the hands, not 
with Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer , XX, and Seder Rab Amram, 
32 a, at the finger-nails. Our Responsum is perhaps 
identical with that found in n*B>, 102, 103 (comp, also 

I, 15), and the author of this Responsum as of the previous 
one is probably Hai Gaon. 

1 Comp. Nahmanides, on Genesis v. i, who quotes Sherira Gaon on 
palmistry; and comp. Halberstam in Kobak’s Jeschurun , V, 40. 
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3. This Responsum is a brief explanation of TcCanit , 
%6 b, concerning the dances on the fifteenth of Ab. 
Curiously enough, the Gaon refers not to Ta'anit , but to 
the end of pr6ao ita, the last chapter in Moed Katon , a 
lapsus calami attributable, in all probability, not to the 
Gaon, but to the copyist. 

4. In the fourth Responsum several passages in Berakot , 
5 b, are explained. A notable interpretation is contained 
in what the Gaon says about the recital of the Shema 
before retiring. According to the Gaon, the Rabbis pre¬ 
scribed it to give the unlettered an opportunity to comply 
with the injunction regarding the study of the law, at 
least to the extent to which the opportunity may be said 
to be afforded by the Shema*. The learned are therefore 
dispensed from the duty of noon by 1/>. The Gaon does 
not stand alone in his conception of the Shema as study 
rather than prayer. The same idea is expressed in Menahot , 
99 b, and Yer. Berakot , I, 3 b (pw nn pan? nr). But what 
one fails to see is why the theory should require a third 
saying of the Shema\ the noon by seeing that two 
recitals of the same Biblical passages precede it on 
every day. 

5. Here we have a brief explanation of Sukkah , 25 a, 
concerning the obligation of parents to induct their minor 
sons into the duty of “ dwelling ” in a Sukkah. 

6. This Responsum deals with Berakot , 44 b, where the 
Talmud gives hygienic laws with regard to certain fishes. 

7. In this Responsum, probably suggested by the previous 
one, we are given the Gaon’s opinion as to the permissi¬ 
bility of eating fish cured by Gentiles, or otherwise handled 
by them. The decision is that small salt fish are per¬ 
mitted, because they can be eaten without being cooked; 
large fish, however, which require cooking to render them 
edible, are forbidden if they have passed through Gentile 
hands. 

8. In this Responsum, the Gaon decides, that on all 
public fasts (nia** )V 3 yn) the Pentateuch lesson is to be 

s % 
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Ex. xxxii. 11 et seq., and the Prophetical lesson Hosea 
xiv. 2 et seq., with the exception of the Ninth of Ab, when 
Deut. iv. 25 et seq. is read from the Pentateuch, and 
Jer. viii. 13 from the Prophets. We have two points of 
importance here. First, the Pentateuchal and Prophetical 
lessons mentioned are to be read only on the fixed fast- 
days, a view held also by Amram Gaon (comp. Tur , Omk 
Hayyim , § 566), and Rab Paltoi 1 Gaon (comp. Rabbenu 
Nissim, on Alfasi, TcCanit , I), while Sar Shalom Gaon 
maintains that they are to be read at any public fast 2 
(comp. Tur , ibid., and a'n, 3). 

The other point is rather novel. According to the Gaon, 
Maftir is read at the morning service on a fast. So far 
as known, none of the rituals bears the Gaon out in this 
respect. The Ashkenazim have Maftir on all fasts, but 
only during the afternoon service, and then the passage 
read is from Isa. lv. 6 et seq. The Sefardim, Italiani, and 
the Yemenites have no Maftir on any fast except the Ninth 
of Ab 3 , when they read Shubali. 

It is open to serious doubt, whether the text of the 
fragment is in good condition. It is not improbable that 
nroon is to be inserted on line 10, verso, after pTDDDI. 
If this reading is accepted, the Gaon is concerning himself 
only with the Maftir of the afternoon service. That the 
text of the fragment stands in need of emendation is patent. 
On line 11, verso, t'n DW 'n DM should read r'n DM 
'*n DM, otherwise the very next line, giving the lesson for 
the Ninth of Ab ('n DW), would contain a contradictory 
statement. It should, however, be mentioned that the 
custom of reading Maftir at the morning service of fasts 

1 Muller, Mafleah , under Paltoi, has no reference to this decision. 

3 The Besponsum by Sar Shalom is found also in the Sulzberger MS. 
of the T\ m D . Comp. Marx, Untersuchungen sum Seder Rab Amram , 16. 

* In Mahzor Romania , ed. Venice, 61 a, in connexion with nrea mrr, 
mention is made of Maffir teti for the afternoon service, but with the 
remark p urn wb uhi, while under ana rwn it is said: pnocotJ rrfrrp 
wn. These rvtVrrp must certainly be those in Romania. Maimonides 
knows no Maftir from any s*n. 
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is not entirely unknown. Comp. Maseket Soferim , XVII, 7 ; 
Isaiah di Trani the Younger, on Alfasi, Taanit , II, 2, 
quoting Geonic authorities for the custom of reading 
ram on fast days (in the morning?); a'n, 144 1 ; and Geonic 
Responsa, ed. Lyck, 79. Comp., however, sn*D, 28 b. 

9. The Gaon decides that those who deny themselves 
meat and wine during the three weeks from the Seven¬ 
teenth of Tammuz to the Ninth of Ab, should not abstain 
from them on the Sabbath, even a Sabbath which is the 
eve of a fast On the latter point, comp, the Geonic 
Responsa quoted by Abraham ben Nathan, in the Manldg , 
50 a, and Sar Shalom, in D*n, 192. 

10. Due to the fact that the skin on which the fragment 
is written is greasy and blurred at this point, the tenth 
Responsum is not quite legible. So much, however, can 
be made out, that the Gaon permits the reciting of peni¬ 
tential prayers and supplications on New Years Day and 
the Sabbath following. In D'n, a Responsum dealing with 
the same question follows that by Sar Shalom referred to 
in the previous paragraph. Comp, also 64, and the 
passage quoted by Muller in his notes on B*n, 192. The 
second volume of the Seder Rab Amram , as well as the 
liturgical collection maan TIBS?, contain penitential prayers 
for n*n and mu? V. Comp, pan, IV, 73-4. 

11. The Gaon decides, that if the owner of orchards 
discovers that his Gentile watchmen persist in doing work 
on the Sabbath, in spite of his repeated injunctions, he is 
obliged to dismiss them. Comp, noi>E> r6np, 59. 

12. The twelfth Responsum defines the term DHaan nano. 

13. Of the last Responsum but two lines have come 
down to us. It is probably identical with that found 
in the Geonic Responsa, ed. Lyck, 85, and in 26. 

1 Comp. ed. Hildesheimer, 623; in this Responsum also'uronn ow 
is to be cancelled. 
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tovyb tod nnw nriN W n.nritce 9 t*b 

no niK D’jeb won eonon rPai joem i\n 'can 1 otw 
Too nnw nnN ba 'din bbo noi fbiab t> 3 » nnN 'din 'nde' 
nun boa Na*Nn mon noa Npm bbii jfpaa nabm nauyb 
pm nN pnn» ojp no 'mn ♦ * Dbob tod nnN a'Dna ba«* 5 
mb mm npoN ond ‘urns? oa poe> piwmeo Cano's? na 
jniN ntoneo din jwdw DiDne* vr tijn m«b vitm 4 in 
boidd naa *'01 3N3 \na 'e*b 'id 'd’ fti vb :nae> 'NVitaa 

pbtw vn tb 7 ib’NNB' ib pNtr nN e»ab Nbe> 8 i .ub nob noyo 

poiDnDDa nwjn 8 'noai poai pNi’eo 'vr i<n mi'eyi oobo noa 10 
9 p-iDNcoai mis? jbo mr on mbNit? Nb’N nitrono v.m 
eniBD nan 11 nibm sterna e^na rna pnbao ib'N epDa 
nyaa ntpyob nat bna nob) pwriai 'nnoi 'noai DOina 
psv wdd jnwn : p»D’:b 'vb }.nb wyv ?upn nniNa jooa 
'oan 'nbn dni nido Na’bi onnb vbni ps*b wn*i Npn 19 onti 15 
n:b» Nb 12 oiTn jffiv wod iron tow 'i 'dn nan to* U’n no 
yacr nop nnpb pniDB 'oan 'obm : pt<n Dy njb» «b 'obn 
oyo iov U’N ['o]an 6n ’’pmr na pra an 'cn nan wdd by 
}no’D by yo v nop nnpb 'e* pa'o djd no na noN nna 
pbiy npnt? po ’no 'oan 'obn 'pai laaeoi lD’p’p oa »» 
pbn tb\ ’on mb Nnm 'y na pm ana .nabm pao pN nmna 
: ’orrin ... npidb no’ob ion ’nonN Nnb’D na 'dn n 5 ”n vby 
moo by Nb’N ypnpn by ae^b pan mnnDN Nb Nmpm 
naooNi 14 ’dn 'n NnNi uidd by nnpb iov 'oan 'dn 

naaeoi D’pb oa oyo no 'aatyo by bNi inn 18 NnpN 35 
na'tyo nna 17 'nob “jptn’ d vhv inb mb’ 'Wen 

D’e>3 18 pm ’NDe> no ppiW njrnnb na ’iso 
nn’ne> nnano ’nde>i naiDD 'odd ':Dpi 'nay 

I Berakot , 53 a. 2 Comp, introd. note; and Rapoport, fra 'i, note ax. 

3 This word and a few others have superlinear vocalization. 4 = ir. 

8 Mishnah, Ta’anitj IV, 8; Gemara, ibid., a6b. 

8 Read D’bw dhji 1 Read Ymv. 

8 = pp'Dn “pDn ; comp. Shabbat , ao b. 

9 « plOMTD 7TO3. 

10 D'bi’n' itui ; the passage referred to is not found in jTfaQ iVh but in 
D’jnD rroVtca ; comp, note 5. 

II « nVrfn. 13 Berakot , 5 b ; our texts read W'3n "\ m 2 won 'i. 

13 Berakot, 4 b, end; pnw ’U not in our texts, but in the MSS. and old 
authorities. 

14 MS. M and Dior 'i nr, p. 19 a, also read 'dw, and not rv, as our texts 

have it IB Read top w. 

16 Mishnah , Sukkahj II, 8; Gemara , ibid., 35 a. 17 Read nob. 
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nanyo nnai in.ja .ii^i nyryoi mpna row iniia 

'bn pro naoa an jkdp ^nde* 13 D 1 top ^aao naa by 73*01 
iid'n ia b"b» J 'i3i ivddb’ D'oys n*i>o jep an : inioa 
i$3Ni? pN inn*^ i^k D'D'3{? *Kn« mo pan pi'oa 73 1'n'ni 

.h new n^i wnibi lyotr inaao iyow ora plot? s 

piriiDi D'ia 'taa dib>d ona pN 'tnia pmta o*aDp J pN3i 
by piiy pni nrtNi via \ntr niaa p^3K3e» ion 'vya 'ot 

D 13 ^ 1 B >3 DIK’D }ii3 E* D'^HJ ^UN HD p 3 i>aii> D’a!>D jn^ 

5 >ai : din io &n ihyi ntea ^3iKE’ oik b » qki piDNi 
naiE» pi'DBDi pip nnnKa rrero !>n'i pnpE> to n*ayn 10 
'dbdi i>ni 'nEa pup |Sa 'm ow 'n dm 'in oivai ^nib* 

'DDK tJDK 'DBDI 1 '^n '3 pi? IDVy 3 N 3 'D 3 ^ 3 « 'e* ■IllE’ 

paynw Skis* 'bswn : 4 i*yn *aai KapDoa nnnEa 
nxipi ik spiy *Nn 3K3 'd ijn nona 'no pi ibod 
3 K 3 'd any i^bke> fpiy *bd naB» aiayn : tpiy aay naB^ i 5 
rri>D ie »3 in i>aiN i> 3 K prison '3 dik ^on* n$> s 'oan iidn 
n 3 B '3 i> 3 K inra nerb 3 K 3 'd 3 iy bm Kprn into p* 'bi 
niB' b’kii iniDB' 3K3 'd iyi nena 'pd pb’ ioi ‘!>d ... 

nirp^D ioii> iniD 'Ban dy 6 7 nap b>nii.boi 

i>iroa D'oma niam^i * d*d by. ,b . die’ nb .. »o 

*'Ban di’^ niE’ b»ni pas' d*d* 'i i 5 >*k iNirDia rii.i* iehi 
'dubi nia*a idb 6 nia piaipp b* iavixa kb^bi 
pK ^inaa napa ppyi 10 'dm 'ana 'pyu pax.... n ... 

i> 5 >a 'p* p« i^bk k^k 1 11 'b* iia^ ib'bk b». b 711a 

pany pkb’ onya Dnoy n:ni du hbd' ibb'k 'ki a 5 
K’aDE’ onaaa nano :inW> pi>D' pE»y dki naB’a 
... iayi i>iDB ia yTyt? i>na jna “nixo b by Nan ib 
nun ibd nnsJE’ p'a “win 'i ia nai 1s 'd tnm 

kidti an kdk naSi iaia ii>'BK iaii> iidk 

1 Berakot, 44 b. a Read wnmciQ. * Read pn tcm? 

4 Megillah , 31 b. 8 Ta'anit , 30 a. • Read Vdih or Vn d», and comp. 

Ta'anit, 29 b. 7 Read n:® wn p© raw. 8 Read D"n. 

9 Rosh ha-Shanah , 18 a. 10 = jynD'in nruna ^n. 

11 Read "nscS tcen dwd "imb "p^ T M 5 t ^ le C0 Pyi flt had before 

him — yaw* ^n®', but he thought the second *w' to be a dittography. 

18 Horayot , 12 a ; comp, introductory note. 18 Read o'ho mm. 

14 So(ah, 39 a, top; our texts read win 1*2 nni; comp. Seder R. Amram , 28 a. 
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Fragment T-S., vellum, one leaf, 27 x 18 cm., square 
writing, tending to cursive. It contains four Geonic 
Responsa, all dealing with n^DTi 'n. 

1. The first Responsum, the beginning of which is 
missing, contains the Gaon’s view as to the time of the 
Evening Prayer. He holds that no conclusion is reached 
in the Talmudic discussion, in which some of the authorities 
maintain that the time of the Evening Prayer follows 
immediately, without an interval, upon the end of the 
time set for the Afternoon Prayer, and others maintain 
that the time of the Evening Prayer begins with nightfall. 
The Gaon considers it advisable, though not obligatory, 
to adopt the latter view in practice, that is, recite the 
Evening Prayer only when night has set in. Furthermore, 
it is the Gaon’s opinion that the week-day service in the 
evening, the Sabbath Eve prayer, and the Evening Prayer 
at the conclusion of the Sabbath, all alike are to be recited 
at the same time of day. However, if it happens that the 
prayer is recited on the eve of the Sabbath before night, 
the worshipper cannot at once go on with the Kiddush 
ceremony, for the Sabbath must be ushered in at the 
proper time. And again, the recital of the Evening Prayer 
before nightfall on the day of the Sabbath does not give 
leave to the worshipper to enter upon secular occupa¬ 
tions before nightfall. This Responsum may, perhaps, be 
merely another version of that found in Rabbi Judah 
Albargeloni’s D'nyn 'd, 34-41. Comp. 3*m, 12 d, ed. 
princeps, or 45-6, ed. Hildesheimer, and also 01 * 03 , 142, 
and Muller's note upon it. What Rabbi Isaac Ibn Gajat 
says in I, 19, seems to be partly directed against the 
view expressed in our Responsum. 
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2, 3. These two Responsa, probably by the same author 
as the previous one, contain explanations of Berakot , 37 b, 
which also forms the main basis for the discussion in the 
first Responsum of our fragment. A point of particular 
interest is what the Gaon says in defence of Rabbi Joshua 
in his controversy with Rabban Gamaliel, given in the 
Talmudic passage just cited. However, his acquittal of 
Rabbi Joshua of the charge of having resorted to a sub¬ 
terfuge hardly carries conviction to the mind of the reader. 
Another noteworthy point is the Gaon’s attitude regarding 
the removal of public officials from their posts. Only 
immoral or irreligious acts, or tyrannical exercise of their 
power, are valid reasons for deposing them; but such 
reasons are imperative, they leave no choice of action. 

4. The fourth Responsum, the end of which, though 
probably not more than a line, is missing, explains the 
passage in Berakot , 30 a, dealing with the form of Tnn r&an. 
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ke'db' anpa nap many 'iw 'to anyn ny many mVvi> ^ato vb 
nroon ni>Bn pr *pi>nn p’y p nroon ji>B ny 'em mvr 'nin tty tci> 
nw?a pai natra pai nae> anya pa om many rfan i>i)Bnni> ii> xr 
anyn p mao on many ni>sn pr r 6 nna ppii>n ikvdj mj*fi i>a 
'dk onn pny 'n b Kno*n an mi> 'dk 1 pnoKp ’am pi> omp naD ’am 5 
P’ntr’tt ’kd nan mnttia ttm’naa pni i»Kin min’ 'na nafci wro 3*1 
anya nivhv ''vto anno ptt wj ttno*n an 'ott ’td Kin rrb 'dk tth 
win mo nannK Kinw p’tppDi min' 'na nai>n rona ytav nac' 
Kin tt'tnp Dpi pana naSn nana yot? ttmiK^ ny iin» vb pan minai 
! nino 'oa pam win ana t<in i>KiDen ana k 5 > Knai>’,n tttap Kin •pB'K *® 
ttna^n non’tt Kin nnem pnottn pana Kin min’ 'na t 6 nai>n ttop sirt 
Kin pm nay noa naym nay noa nap noa ttnainn Kin noa 
nap Kin pin kpkdb KnKnvos? mnna p’DKn aa i>y «|ki wkpdd 
ii>vo vb pan ntttsn win ann p’ai nay noa naym nay noa 
brbv nap 'Kvioa n^i natrin? nap anya Ki> ttnniK^ ny many 15 
nay pan nap p ’b by *|Ki D’ana nayoi> *pny pan b\nbv inna 
rnirn r na namnK roop nroo ii>D nna nae^tr ’intoi mi> Kim jkdi 
chkp na Di’n PTp i> 3 K snomS na^o p Sana wKTy ttinn pbi * 
namnK natap nroo a^B nna naeo natr ’kxid^ ’i>VDn ptoi kdv 
P'inon ny ’i>naKi> ia'aK’ Kin nap Kvntr ny naK^o nayoi> VaK' Ki> *> 
'n 'dk ’dk 'n 'dk ton 'n 'otn Kn nWcn :n: 

'iai nat? anya nates' ’an ^sna nt moy nva ’won 'n 'dk nryiK 
4 Npin’N m’a’D ptoa irnmna paxn a^eni nnoni> moy pa Kiny a’i>Bni 
moy nva *nsay 'tttai kikpdd na n’i> Kn^ Kn wiyor 
i>KyDP 'n ik n*n ’di’ 7 mW 'n na nty^K'm mn nnon nva ik ‘nnai; 
noa k^i noa k!> Kna^’n non’K Kin kpdo Knyot? mn’m* 'n na 
piW DnK p nii>a Stt’inaa pn 5, DKn niswi 
i’i>y pii^n Kin Ki>m pan mi> 'dk ’kdk m 6 yenm 'n mi> 'oki m nana la’^y 
ikS "jnn’DK mi> p*nPK ttoSya pnpo 'o’a iki man «iii”n 3 ’.rnaoi 
Koi>yi> Kanin p’bkii mi> «i’^’ nsyyo ”Kn nKnn jkd itti>i ni> p’opio Koa 30 
ypm 'n n'oyi ia iman i^an ny moy yttnn’ ’miiDKpn k^k my Kin 
Dii»a Ka’py 'n ’minaKp ypm 'n Ditro pan map ’kdi 'iai i*i>:n by 

1 Berakot t 27 a. a ? 8 Berdkot ^27 b. 4 Read Nopn'N. 

8 « ncav; comp. p. 119, above. e Read rrn. 

7 The dots over rmrr indicate that this word is to be cancelled. 

• ? 9 Written as one word. 
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naba Rb b: pn 'DRn dic'd ’’m nap ir •puai' rVr wen? 
nvp pri roian pri naan pxn penn’ 'nn maan epp mn ’bd \vb 
pbo nnaj «m ’am iirrvb ixd on nnap*j 3 inn noR-n w nj£ 

.. rwnm nn ’dur nR’eo ’an pan pnoR pan pnniD r$>i enpa 
pra «|Ri vbi by noip pew 'm enim aw 'bj pn rrm? 3 nRt. . 5 
Tb ’ntu ba pn b ‘nb 4 pnn nur twna nb pew 'n pbm 
4 mae'Ra nvni> D’niBan nv bn& ova Tnipoai bpoa Rianr 
mb b; pn nDReoi rasa i’b pib R.nv mnn am t 6 73 '^ 
dr pRt? pew 'nb inpn nnm p nr nana iab piSne' onR e* 

... r .. rmo'D 7 op’no panai -pi>p pib orb* m aenoa noii> rmn 10 
,.. <nn *'dr ennani) ’nn b’ 7 rot now nb by pew 'n nope* nn 
\.. pron’ 'dr new mb pew 'n 1 S nDR eti> e»R.n wirc* mao 
pn Tnn ib tmbyb Ranin p’BRai rr^ nen» «Rn m 
nawi> men pa nbna npib i>aR nnoRpn *a niDR nan ba 
10 .... ni rrm 6 wri rot nairn nao tpo *jid na’D 'hr Ranin ’rd 15 
<ri aeno inwa inp*nea mb pew 'n by pR 7 abn mo na 
mn 'dd ir*» naba Rb 'DRn mens b: pni> minap nr nnDR 
... d Rt^n najro Rnba R.n ’a 'pn pb pew 'nn imaao ^np 
tfn naba Rb noii> pianoi D’nno w ur piaoe' ir 11 nnr 6 
d'r< bioen an na mb Rm Rnoaa rd’p Rbewn |rdd nnen np ao 
|rd ”Rba pnan n’pr 'dr 13 ’Da pnDRpi nain ppa na nan rdpi 
'DR n irdSi n’i> pmnDD r 5 > n’aR’oin Rnen p’a men n’anp ni>Bn 'DRn 
penm 'nn lmaai RnR nnap'n ne®R 'a>m n-b p'nnoo nain 
nnoRpn pmio «b enpa p 5 >po papb mpx dot nnbi Raio «jnp 
npe iSbri ponn i^bri pp vb rsdj iSbri pnrno pR Dbpi» ir 5 > a 5 
pnmo pann wnpx owd 5 >aR pnmo pRn rot rhSp Rb r^'R pan 
RP *rd rrpRoe^ nev an 13 rrbRn rh nbe>en 
13 rnbR innn nbn ' 5 >ito Rpi opna «rp "mbR RnD'n an t 3 rp 
n!> 'bhbd 'bot 14 pn Rnpn b aiD nrno 'bRn jdpir 'di 'b!» 

•t 5> 'i>PD '3 ot innn nbn pjpi> vbn rot nnna it pan 30 
Rpi ibo rotbo i^'br 'dr wp an noip Rinra 'dr RnD’n an 
dd’P niRD mn nw am inn!> pa? irot nnR ops o enso 
nSno Rine»a inbn nR now nnna Snnoeatr 15 tidd n>m 
no iot ’3 M icw Rint? innena nR nw an be> RnD’n an aapn: 

P’a 13 n’bR Tnn nbn banoi noip rot nn ii> noR nenp rot 35 
mo ’a banRtf *rropn ’jr ejR noipo bsno ini np^ rttr 
boa pnoiR nn nrpDn nno nenp "nini’na ’a mopi> rot nnn’ 


1 Read ’ry 'ray v. 

4 Read pm. 

• Read ■pacna. 7 

10 Read 'p-ipoi "W?. 
comp. o-Ttw, 141. 

1# *nn? M Read 


1 Read in no>m. 8 Read pmto mn nw nn\ 

5 Bosh ha-Shandh , Mishnah , II, 9; Gemara, ibid., 25a. 

Read opirra. 8 Read rw. • Read pio 'mo« low. 

11 »nn vh ? 18 Shabbat, 9 b ; our texts read "a«, but 

18 Written in one word. 14 Bsrakoi, 30 a. 

irrw. 17 Read iw invrra. 
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xxxrn. 

Fragment T-S., paper, one leaf, 19 x 13 cm., small square 
writing, scarcely a tendency to cursive. It contains three 
Responsa, probably by Rabbenu Hai, as will be shown 
later on. 

1. The first Responsum is complete all but the Question. 
It contains the decision of the Gaon with regard to the use 
of fowl bought from Gentiles, without first subjecting them 
to an examination as to whether their limbs are unbroken. 
In discussing the point, the Gaon quotes the main Talmudic 
passage bearing upon it, Eullin , 51b, with some variants 
as compared with our text. Another noteworthy feature 
is the grammatical distinction made by the Gaon between 

and WP», the former being the participle of the Etpiel, 
the second the participle of the Aphel. 

2. In a corrupt form this Responsum is found in EshJcol , 

I, 56, where it is ascribed to Hai. Instead of "iWn, the 
latter has which Auerbach, the editor, makes vain 

efforts to explain. 

3. The end of the Responsum is missing, so that it is 
difficult to tell what was the Gaon’s view of the question 
put before him about the meaning of the word nniD'D 1 in 
the Mishnah, Sukkah , III, 6. There can be no doubt that 
our Responsum is identical with that quoted by Ibn Gajat 
in s/te, 105, and attributed by him to Rabbenu Hai. The 
expression Bplb which Bamberger, the editor of 
could not explain, is used by the Gaon to describe the top 
or blossom ends of fruit, the persistent remnant of the 

1 Mishnah , ed. Lowe, lnDTOD; other texts of the Mishnah and the 
Talmud have inoTDD. Comp, also Niddah , V, 8. 
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flower, to distinguish it from the tail end, at which 
the stalk is inserted. The latter might analogously be 
described as fS* '£^ 3 . The correspondent of the Gaon 
was probably from Kairwan, as he refers to the Jerusalem 
Talmud, which at this time was well-known in North 
Africa, but not in Spain or Babylonia. As to the meaning 
of the word nciD'B, see * Aruk , s. v., and Rashi, ad loc. 
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(Recto.) 

toya'K is ‘nanai 'pwi t6 no’p mpo 
P’roi nao^ niDiyi onax K*arn? ’ll ni’D \b 
*a*ip*D 'i>m Ka’Ki no’p mpm ks'kt 
ik P’tr’n k!>i Kin Kp'Bo P'SDn nona^ £ rrn s nSo 
vrtvb dob n’tn Kn^nan nby opvb ks>k ’Koa 5 
>rv pte mm utdS etpo b kH dob n*to 

Il’XDI |13^ K'V3'K 'KD tab TOJVK Ki> ~l]/? 

Dnanat? noa kxdi iaK> niyo nanat? noa 
kS mpoi ’i>TK k 5 >k p mo 'anp'D k!>i ik mp’Di 
oaanaa 4 aina kxdib' *anp*o 'eri’Bi 'anp»D 10 
noKa jne> mpo cni'Di panpno p niyo Kim 
DDK nSooi Dyon nK p-nao uk nm paupp 
oarut? «py nam Kin ia Dnc'pac' no nK mini’ 
oarot? KD’io Kinn 0 'b>b ik kd’!»: by i»Bii pKn by 
’oa niync' Dna'K pion dik'd pwi f|iyn vby 15 
pwi vb fisyoi KD’b Kinn ‘spy ’ki pun by oarutr 
^>bipd kd '^3 Kinm dik'd «pyn na’K ipD*iro not? 
dik'd p 3 ’B"n nnop ppnnoi Kin’K D’5>Da noa 
dik'd p’B"n k b miD’p ppino k!> Dna’K piDn 
Dnion ikdi p’Dia pan p« Dna’K piDn ao 
‘pioai) piano Kin »a nyo k!> .mop panpoi 
by *pyn can: dkb' 'kti’b iai onani'B' 
no mc9i ninpo Kina' niD’D ’ai *»y 5»sai pun 

1 Hullin , 51 b. 3 = ororat. 3 Read rwb ns — rrb »o. 

* The copyist indicated his error by dots. 

« = rj'T?; compare Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

• “The correct meaning/’ “the essence.” 
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i>D« oarw 'os Min nn nra nr anainai ppmna 
xinn naxm ni'N lpDiru noc' pwn pnxn by 

PX) 

pan ma ‘maxn >kk 6 in dooi xb'W* xbx 
yia *ki 

px? nanoi n vpnxf nna mayn xoNno 


•name 

ppDina max pxi p Mine' : pwi x? Nino 5 
: nba nyiapb 4 naiSn pi 'vby 
niDN yanx K’Din no 3 id 'axn x.n nbm new 
joins non !>x aip xb jna piyi> yae> nnpi> 
*1DK3 xb> ll'XI 13 X^ IN nrn JDT3 max 
nab jnx* nnp pjyi> xb nxaia pj'yb nr nan 10 
no ’npya max yanx nan ja ppmna 
nnpa niae ibb 5> bia inat? *a 4 u':w 
ina mw obaxi nan nx naemn pi yat? 
vnb 3 yb ‘aiem nann np'yi yet? nnpa moa 
pin noxn xin max yanx im Dnm men; tpn 15 


TDN 


ns: max yanxi> pm xam nt? max yanxi> 
Tina mWn no 3 anp'a^ nc? aiem anx!^ napi 
pi vrb 3 jr 6 Dit?a na n'i> xnb> xnn max yanx 
‘ponn xn nbe> new 0 :ai' ba pan pnaypi 
ay naaie xn Sdb inaia'B nb'J snnx pay^ 20 
’nan bnc* pnx 7 maban apii> obi ton aainn 
ay in mb’ naaoai *p lyatsmi wjene> nb '3 
3 innxn nx pnmat? amp fbta piann aipaa ppiyn 


HuUin , 57 b. * Berakotj 18 a. 8 nptti? 

Berakot, Mishnah , II, i ; Gemara , ibid., 17 b. 8 Berakot , 18 a. 

Sukkah, Mishnah , III, 6; Gemara, ibid., 34 b. 

Yer. Sukkah , III, 53 d. 8 u Takes it to be identical with,” 
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Fragment T-S., two small leaves, square writing, rather 
thick and free. The first page is blank, with the exception 
of the owner’s name in the left-hand comer at the top: 

my d Yu iwop nipv ’'po. In the right upper 

comer of leaf 1, verso, the letters “ITS are scribbled in 
a large hand. About the middle of the same page the 
following occurs:— 

'jcm toco 

'yp't d>d3 '*b n«nn p-iD emu 
n nrb pan* nyaix a-i 'dk iron* an «n 
pan . *apn annua pan p:noa vb 'yo wo 
ubvn uo nuen nb pnno ^npn wneb ira 
•vyo painn pro nann nfiantbi oum 
noutn ptean froa eiarip u DfmroW Yy*> 


The leaf following contains a lengthy explanation of 
Berakot , 59 b-60 a. There can be no doubt that something 
is missing between the two leaves, as there is no connexion 
between the contents of the one and of the other. Again, 
we have no reason for suspecting that the superscription, 
^pr Q'DJ ,m b nunn pne emu, does not apply to all that 
follows. Accordingly, it appears that leaf 1, verso, restores 
to us a portion of Rabbenu Nissim’s Mafteah on Berakot , 
54 b, missing in our edition, and leaf 2, recto and verso, 
makes an addition, hitherto unknown, to the same work. 

The matter on leaf 1, verso, is identical with Rabbenu 
Hai’s Responsum quoted by the author of the c ArvJc , s. v. 
yana 3 . This is not the only case in which Rabbenu Nissim 

1 Bead no. The owner, Samuel Halevi, is identical with the Samuel 
in Saadyana , 116, and Harkavy, Samuel ben Hofni, note 76. 

* Berakot , 54 b. * Comp, also n:r 'n »ToSn, Alfasi, Berakot , IX. 
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used the method of incorporating Geonic Responsa in his 
Talmudic commentary. The famous Responsum by Hai, 
on the anthropomorphistic passages in the Talmud, to be 
found in the Geonic Collection, ed. Lyck, 98, is quoted 
from Rabbenu Nissim by Rabbi Jacob Ibn Habib in his 
*En Yafyob on Berakot , IX. That Ibn Habib did not • 
confuse names, but actually found Hai’s Responsum in 
Rabbenu Nissim’s Mafteak , is proved by a Genizah 
fragment in the T-S. Collection of Cambridge University. 
There we find the Responsum followed by Rabbenu Nissim’s 
explanation of Berakot , 59 a \ The incomplete state of the 
Mafteak as published may be due to the fact that the work 
was written in Arabic, the Geonic Responsa quoted being 
reproduced in it in their original Hebrew. The translator 
of the book may have rendered only the Arabic portions. 
That Arabic is the original language of the Mafteak , of 
which even Steinschneider in his Arabische Literatur , p. 103, 
and Addenda, was not certain, is no longer open to doubt. 

In a Genizah fragment, T-S. Collection, I found the following 
remark by a commentator on the Talmud, who must have 
lived a short time after Rabbenu Nissim, as he knows 
neither Alfasi nor Rashi: mana b'sr dw uan dthk 
'tayDB* pc^a nainon • • • • nSn55 itnpp. 


1 This fragment begins in the middle of the Responsum with the 
words : pn noo too. Thereafter it is complete until the end, which 
follows: UTDTCtD 10a to* pi prat? KbK ohnK o*iai ia wn Stim mn 
nbyrm rmn*i ’ram iHcn'i namm -pan' insi’b 'ion ia trw w oibm cn K*h 

bn.irow pao wib . • • Kp ma'pn 6 ; ab6n <abo b© low Dbpm 

ni '01 mu irwuna nww inb *pn udk.k-o oik .myaaft 

pnn by *ioibi.mw.View nmc "ao Kp n n n owbw wiVo 

nmeion bn ...... an bn 07-0."! bn mmn b.ninin bn 

p mwyb ikti pKW nao warn irrwRii rmr -|nai cbiy Kbo irriaw -pro 'oik Kin 
by 'ow Ksonwa nbiwin oy nrrcw pm.. bw bbaa ni:iw>nna «rw1. .. w Kbw 
nwiy -p-a pab rrci 'ok oyian bn nirmn bn D'oyin bn nwr bn pnn 
bn onrm by baK Kin Via* obiy Kbo imaw pia pab ren 'oki Kin Via' rvw*na 
oViy Kbo imaw pab Via' jn* nnaaon bn nrnjn byi D'O'n byi mraan. That 
Rabbenu Nissim made use of this Responsum of Rabbenu Hai on 
anthropomorphisms in the Talmud is proved also by his essay on 
the subject published by Geiger, in Heilberg’s o':on nw. 

T 
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Attention should be called to the fact that Rabbenu 
Nissim’s reading of B&rakot , 59 b-60 a, was essentially 
different from ours. Notice especially the difference he 
makes between pa «wa wy b p« and pa way pw. 
Maimonides, mana 'n, X, 3, seems to have had a similar 
• reading in his text. Comp, also the reading of MS. P in 
Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

nan napi mm nap wi> xnoo vmrn 
wtffe 'D-un tow in* P« fen 

ii> m nap mi> ktod vi*inn feao Mina 
'Dun jko pa inai> fiv px fen nan 
fei n'xo 'in ima ijmv6 ofena xpn 'ttm 5 
n<nb nmo Kni> rmie^ mntn now 
ttp k!> pnoo Kin nona^i pm' 'n!> winyot? 
mi* iwonai npm fe wfeiS> xnyoe> "in 'fe 
Knyop ni> xp'fe win ani> kpitd^i wenf^ 

'yaon w'in pam • njma na map xS 10 
mwa 'na win an wap we^fe wafea ouch 
'm' 'n xnna we*fe afej mim 'na pm' 'm 
w.n win an i? 'dk poa 'Kn win an n*wa 'na 
Kpn 'Km 'j'fe 'oa napi nrm napa i 5 "DKn pn 
pam nmm 'nn ma nymn^ i^> e*3 'afena 15 
pnn *'nn D'fe naps? ik enn n'a naa nenn'D 
£ pxs? fora 'fea on win an 'dkp 'nnp Tina 
par ‘mfeina nap®' ny nw jna xiri'a 

par xi> jna Kama ii> e* dk fex nana. 

nana pi irx Ta'D^ ie>ay 1 b .ao 

napp p'a pa kxto ii> e* iSdx 'ok piW ni 

1 Berakot, 59b-€oa. 8 «nn Npte ; but non is out of place here, 

and is to be cancelled. * -D'xrtn. 4 Text corrupt; 

rfmru ropw is rrmc? 


T 2 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

wm*jp pnnai nana pp op mw par D'enn 
tnna we*!* cn'Di 'mm 'n tkd' m rata 
pan nana pruno mna''n ’a win an 'dmp 
rap dm i> 3 M i^m jwra nvw irap n^nn ww 
mm mw dpd rape* p'a raiwn ope 5 
b & nop we^a pan 'pnpnoi i"ia 5 > in* 
Dye rap DMt? tmd '~b i nb Kmao mn w 
1 iroeno ind iapp 'd 5 >p *f* obsn inwa nnM 
id vb tiv mn m!> own by Tia 5 > im P* 
\oyabv ima mso mn mSm fna Mima \b pto 10 
iSdk raiwn dpd jna Mima rap dm idwo 
pop on 'dmp m^idi Tia!> in* t* wa» 
rapi nrm rap om» nmo -tmo 'n mra 
• *]T 3 ^ "pi* pa Mima wap 1^ pm» p*a 
tnna mjmp'S* nonwn p'a pan didS 15 
mrpK^ tow rapi urn rap pipb xraii>D 
'dmt *vmd 'na Kiin an mdp mjb^ Motea 
•rriim na pm' 'n jna Mima ii> pMi rap 
'otrt 'nlm '*d pm' '1 Mina m:b"^> m^'m 
• paii fni fa nnM rapi *irm b pern rap »o 
•pit niiM dpd nipt? p'a 'oto Man an 

1 Read unsno ws» vwyns. 
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XXXV. 

Fragment 2669—MS. Heb. d 47, f. 3 a-3 b of the Bodleian, 
written in Syr. square characters, 8vo, vellum—is the intro¬ 
duction to a Responsum by Rabbenu Hai addressed to 
Rabbi Judah Alluf of Kairwan. Of the Responsum itself 
not a line has been preserved, and even of the introduction 
the beginning is missing, and also a few words at the end. 
It is unique in more than one respect—as to length, as to 
style, and as to contents. The first twenty-four lines are 
Paitanic in form, each hemistich ending with the syllable JTJ. 
Then comes the name of the addressee, and the following 
eleven lines are in prose. Though Rabbi Judah was a man 
of worth and eminence, yet it cannot be denied that the 
terms applied to him and his father in this letter go to an 
extreme of extravagance unusual even in an Oriental writer. 
Obviously, we have before us a last desperate effort to 
maintain the interest and allegiance of foreign supporters 
and patrons of the Babylonian Academy. 
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rrnp n^trona |tattni> inui / rnbiri 'aiso **pjfo naan 
rninp oai »hjw O' pncrn / mmm km rnaa mra ns nae* tefn 
rnncn 1 -iap i»ai na'tat irwr /rn!>pi ids pntt iamaa T 3 **' 
nntta* «i> wia h^d ns rrc£i / rnsi»o \b np^m loyaoa iS>an sr 
rnttoo njrra nss ba m in / n*nae«i ini>sD nrpnb 1^ pan 5 
nnpi nonina on unan* 131 ,mnD$>i 'naion > ob nnt? nta nVaiS 
rnj tea irract? i>a nnb ,nnD'pi n 5 ns tw 5 >an 'by non *ipk 

n^tripo 

*mvtsnc run ton nhna inaiDi /memo npatt i>ai poapi no m^ntt 
.-ripe t nra^ oai iW *62 jnia tom ,rnDDai ’todd nai inbnn Tpn* n:i 
iiiDD'to wish *£tt ntto Dnaai ,nn ioa mana i^ptwaa t^tt am 10 
n-pDD notta imael* iv i>ai ,nTinpai ttDa 'by ana bJ? -fro tom 
rnemi ibi mntt nn?K ,mn i»aa y-na tpk "non nby mj.it i>ai 
mntsD.., Saa -ip» n$>na ^a un ,mBm nena Dai 11 it nnna naai 
mirtn nst? 's>b 'naan tano *>aK ^no 'by Dai « mutt '{> rrnatt 
rnnoni n*nppi “mnomr 'rnoto y “rrenaa nttoot intt naa ^ttoi* 15 
mnao nnoai nainoaa ton naim ,.1-11000 ito n 5 >pit» mantoa 
“rrjwn m 6 oai euia 'b 5 > npnoai / moaai any ns 10 'nc*nn >«mi nya 
ttaanoa *d '-iota van /nmnD ' 2 'b ui vw an 'pDs dsi 
maim 

1 In the Talmud synonymous with Vua. * Perhaps rrm. 

3 Read roiEn; rrcnp, “and yet it is too small.’ 1 

4 Comp. *Aruk f a. v. prfrD. • - U'mfc*. 

• Read nncn. 7 From ion; in Talmud mono. 

• - my ireo from ttwo, “estimate.” • njg*t 

10 non nrwrt vim byi. 11 Read »v. 

13 Comp. 'Aruk, s. v. -nra. u Read rrnEm. 14 mrt — ipa. 

“ Read wnn. “ Comp. Miahnah , Berahot, V, 5. 
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rrwph ibid nan $>ai>. / n*vnnfc 1 ia$> am m*w 'iteai 

‘rrvDtn pain nenn$> *nie> by ,* moiyi bra ova npn$>.... 
.Yiana mnp$> noie6 lomca ,nnD'pa id' 3 'j& id' 3 b$> nenaiH 
moDW nensa mnonb *nah 5>a$> /( *rtDDa pioDa muw> nn *n$>ni> 
ojn “m tt6 idotii anani ,tnpo top enn $>ai natp $>aa row nip 5 

WU 3 ‘ ” Y8 

iTidiki onnn pi aiofi dco n$>nnna / nr^tm rnpnnto .tdjdn ns nsm 
tore wni *p$w torn? mono mw 
«1 $>k >3d row lajan «$> nn« dj» nwa nr»K ntm uidk i$wi 
i 3 n>D$>ni liman w p iiscn new $>att uaa$> $>« *ibwd 
pimo$> nwwi nw rot msfcji nojm db> new ' 3 'anwi 10 
aronrrawi t tn ans i»mn$> 'naa 7 niuoa nio$>iy Srorn? pm >m 
py >mpD $>ai roi'ao !>a pa n$na $>aaa naao ram ,k$>dn 
D$> ai d"ibi dW njn njpjn n'udi uw njn na nunS nwi$> 

K$>1 m N$>1 13'DD *'m r D3 KVI'D EW *T»n DW TOT 
nana onmy ma3 qk >a naiB" new nae> $>a oroi'ya mas 15 
tk D'aio d'bt»i omDn n'Din$> war oipon wdk $>y im 
'w piya ran' k$> i'D'$>piBi si'Dim i$>n ny$> noyn in$>nn 
nw ntn—'na 'nn 'em* n« roe* nyi pa* ny b w unn $>ki 

1 Read oS om, “ my heart desires; ” cn =» non. Comp. Jer. iv. 19. '2b on 
would be out of place here. 

2 = mow. * *■ »nmc. 4 - tw. 8 - 

• Comp. Tamid , 1 ,1. 1 Comp, the last Mishnah. 8 Ton — na®? 

• worn moa. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



28 o 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


XXXVI. 

Fragment 2680—MS. Heb. d 34, ff 89-92 of the Bodleian, 
written in Syr. Babb, characters, 8vo, vellum—contains 
seven Besponsa, some of them in incomplete form. In the 
margin the second Besponsum is numbered twenty-six, and 
four is numbered as two, and six as three. As the hand¬ 
writing is uniformly the same throughout, these curious 
discrepancies can be accounted for by the fact that the 
subjects dealt with in the Besponsa were of so diverse 
a character that the compiler divided them into groups 
according to their contents. No two leaves of the fragment 
being continuous, there is no way of telling the extent of 
the collection originally. But the circumstance that these 
Besponsa are all to be ascribed to the same Gaon, in all 
probability Hai, as will appear later on, is a guarantee 
that the number of missing leaves cannot be excessively 
large. 

2. The concluding lines (16-22, leaf 1, verso) of the second 
Besponsum give the name of the addressee, Babbi Judah, 
Besh Kallah, undoubtedly Babbi Judah ben Joseph of 
Kairwan, the well-known correspondent of Babbenu Hai, 
as has been noticed by Dr. Cowley in his Catalogue. As 
to the subject-matter of the Besponsum, it is the Gaon’s 
view concerning the difference of opinion between Babbi 
Johanan and Besh Lakish in Pesahim , 37 b. 

3. Of this Besponsum the beginning is missing. It is 
found also in Harkavy, 27, but there the question put to 
the Gaon is not reproduced. From the Besponsa preceding 
and following it in the Harkavy Collection, we may infer 
with certainty that it should be ascribed to Babbenu Hai 
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as its author. This assumption has been made by Harkavy, 
as well as Miiller, Mafteah , 240. 

4. The fourth Responsum, the end of which is missing, 

is identical with 83 b, 29, where it appears anonymously, 

as it does in our fragment As in the case of the previous 
Responsum, so here, the fact that it is preceded and followed 
by Responsa belonging to Hai, suffices to establish its 
authorship. 

5. This Responsum, the beginning of which is missing, 
is identical with Dl'oa, 133. In the latter collection, 
however, the question as well as a part of the answer 
are missing, so that we are only now in a position to 
become acquainted with the contents. 

6. The sixth is identical with Dl'DJ, 134, and "ftfn, 
II, 32, and as Muller, in his note, justly observes, it deals 
with another possibility of the very case considered in 
the previous Responsum. 

7. The seventh Responsum, of which both the beginning 
and the end are missing, has preserved the question in part, 
and the answer in part, of the Responsum in Harkavy, 18, 
where only the answer appears. The portion that has 
reached us enables us to fix its exact date; comp, leaf 4, 
recto, line 20. It is probable that np"£, the place whence 
the Gaon was addressed, is identical with Barco l , in Italy, 
which would establish the fact that in the time of Hai a 
connexion was kept up between Italy and the Babylonian 
academies, and would corroborate the facts conveyed to us 
in the superscription to a collection of Responsa, above, 
P- 57 - 

1 Comp, leaf 4, recto, line 5. That it is a town in Christian Europe 
is proved by the use of the era anno mundi, at this period current with 
Jews In Christian Europe, while the Seleucidan era was current with 
the Jews in Arabic countries. Comp., however, Saadyana, 114, top, which 
would seem to indicate that npn is in Egypt. 
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(Leaf 1, recto.) 

fttoa nn' 5 > pr6 nnoi 
j »3 £ 'mn'D 'to D'nt p’dd t<pn 
P'Mjd vb «i> no n’a pon rri>n 
"pm u'ni nn:a neatt n*a 
ne*tta yw 'iKn no—a'n'n ponaa 5 
KD'pn )KD3 nb p«m 'nwi n’aa 
nrino 'to poiya nnito nr ttnnoi 
nnno tb 'to *n'a p’j*n n^>n yjj ji> 
tth na p'Jnino tb ni>n y« 
p*Mo kS natto rbmb ni> p'anxo 10 
nttn (to snyaaa ji> nuatt 161 na 
p*rn nnyn n»a roa'aoa nSn y« 
ito ma ttpana ttpi wann jttoa ni> 
tb 'to n'3 p»j«n n^n yaa £ nrino 
na p'Wno tth rriaa jb naant «i> 15 
np'aoai nantta ntwm *pm ia\7i 
'ttnaina naa nottpi naa ntt 
'toooo tb D'*inDn n»a nttoo 

laoipoa pama nWi ra 
mi* pe6i tmao pnpi5> 20 
ttaataa pnajn *vdp 
poxon ina ttnwaa 

1 Negatm, II, 4. 9 rri refers to ns and not to non. 

9 Read 'nnnn mtoto. 4 Niddah , 41 b ; the quotation is not literal. 
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(Leaf 1, verso.) 

ttvrb pnay wip'd 
I'by panao *no 33DD mst pmpi 
spoah nuiro *3*0 mia 'owi jkd n*tn 
N'xion 'dwi |nd nw vbv pyo 
nanai inx pe6e> nanan tonm 5 
npy* no nana n 5 >i xtr'i* pay 
&a n» 5 >an npy* npto t&i udd 
' pyo 5 >ap w'nian Sn: 

pann ejiDa^i mn*vn Ka*n dd^n 
,- 6na a"m *dwi nona !>an naai> 10 
pain QMi wxion rby 7001 
B^pi> p 'yav 'n wuta mnm rpDain 
“tidd 'on t rpb p pyop 'n ’pm' 'm 
wvion rr^y 7130 ah ni>nn p 
nc^y 71301 n$>na a**no pm' '*ri 15 
.inm—’pm* '*ia nai>m wxion 
« 5 >a *m*i min* 'am *id maas 
j*i>'K ti^kbh 'em -poi 
nnD*e> jivn 'n* 
innaa nnni> iai> na'pn 20 
lam iyo w'v no 5 >ai 

narni ia*>a Dioa n*n' 

1 Bead * Pesahim, 37 b. 

* Comp., however, Alfasi, ad loc., and Vow, I, 4°- 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

nanoa w nnaw wjnrui nnanra nun 
winns nni6i 'on «na nan b nnam nh D*nn nos 
D"p *aM nmeo nan tdd 'nyop i^m my 161 
I'Eoyi iiiaem by yinsjm »aie ay nano w 
ii> m nxo '3Mte nuiawi tbd 'nm oyani> nxa 5 
ifo T^na yarreo 'wn i*> 'dm pawn nwnn i'by 
np» *ji> noih TD'banbi *jw'ai> mnn *6i wnans 
'npwiw imwa «i> "joy winjnnswj pi ''by man 
'nana m$> dm 'a nnryp noa writ? mens mn *6 
patpnm nw? noa wrcn *6 s|M wro « 5 >i 10 
usvim uno^—invpoa mao ':m "by -pK^ 
pdd pi mbv vnuyoa V" dm pn nra pxi 
psnui pmwj pytwn 'wn w p’a 'a limn ia • mSm 
amanrat? rrn osnsoi nr 5 >m m pamap rouxa 
‘nttras ('mi ianaa 'yew jn' nan nni> 'yot? bt* 'wn 15 
niaiem nn'mnJM m5>m irn -pm |d 'yov by 'wn 
■pt& nni> "bt* iana jrsns? po 'yow Dirnana 
.noin nann nr n.n *i*aM^ nni> t^m wiana tub 'dm 'wni 
m^ 'im 'wni "2*6 nni> "b nnoM noiM 'yew 1S0 
'tm yzerv “^a ’b by pm t3m5> nni> 6 whom 10 
nsn nni> peo ia pMt? 'iMn^t? iana vi>M ww 
'wn noM 'yav 'dm iW dbo raxi> Mnsopnon 
noiMco p noDJi yaw inoMoa 6 rnnsi ib nr\b 
dbo pm nowi yawi 'wn anaa "2*6 ’nns 
noMt? noa noon yaw ’nnmn 'dm 1 btw *5 

1 The same reading in Harkavy, but nnno, 14 protest,” does not give 
satisfactory sense. 
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(Leaf a, versa) 

mbn Knab 'dk «atrn tvovd kbb an onsan 
‘D'nya iyiB^ t"w P# D'nya n'an n« 
trot? xx tod 'yoe> i >xk )b rr>n& 'nn 'a 
lb 'dk t<bi 'inbem nb 'ybn b 'dri n» 'otb 
b Dy 'wn njnro jor nrob any naa b jn 5 
mb bK ynn tb b 'dk men vb ynn dk bas? 
b vnro naa pyot? b now 'yrx> bK 'wn ib 
nny oaa b nni> *b mn '«n b 'dk 'mb * 3 ’a 
nnK 'yoy b 'dk 'myb Kh *prw ’ppni> 
enan wv myi ipai> 'pa b nnb nnnntn 10 
nnbb nni> dik na jraot? inb>o nnb pa 
jiTJDa 'n’try 'ski any Kb ioy pbr Kssbr 

V* DK pn nvo 133 HK Uno!" D*1K '33 

mn ia— ik{> dk wbrb nnb» pa man 
nb nson dk rob 'yoy dk 'wn mx r$> dkt 15 
Dny '3B3 b rob a"n 'yoy pk Dny wa 
inb par nnb pa nr nana sncn pro 
'yot? yaen D'b 'vov 'b jro k^> b 'dk dki 
an 'dk KaKn 'dk j pnoxn noB3i b 'row 
jn jn rewi nK b renpr ikv D'neb 'dk pro ao 
nna jai pennna jar my p p mb 
naDKp 'kd j 3 'noK nwoo nn prjbi nwroo 
■pnx D'nya n'an nK mbn naD kp 'k 
inn pinya py 3 u nn D'nya ryna^ 
ib 'dk nb |3"an' Kb 'noK 'Kn a 5 

1 Stiebu'ot, 41b. * Kiddushin, 43 a-43 b. 
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(Leaf 3, recto.) 

my !>dib nr 1 waen»r jnn'y by anwa nw vby pryo 
'ott Dteaffl raw nn tkd 'n '-an nta? my i>D» nn nta> 
ok 5 > 3 k j'Sod ik panp fnt? inn p!>y K*aot? jon wk 
pan mono Kp kh -i'kd ,m b i^'dki £db^ Sa' pK pnnto vn 
p'pBDi nr nan notr ennp no yrpb p pyoe> 'n 'ok ‘now 5 
na'va 'dk hnan pn 'a n^Kea noKap nr na'B^— *kbjk rr>!> 
!>.npn i»ai nowt? noi Kin nny na ik!> ^b 'a D'ynv onK 
nny p u'K noa nnar6 nann *px nnyn by D'aanD 
Kipoa )b uw i>a 4 noKtr noa i^bk 5>idb i^y kvd: dki 
5>idb3 }JiW 'n 'ok aie*\n pa Wk pk *pna k^ naenaa k5>i 10 
)o Kint? nyn by kvdj dk nro nvp nan pe» ijai 4 nny^ 
no«B» noa ^inin jaP <ny bv fnViy nbaipoi nny 'hos 
D'Jtr 'B ^caia 3 joKj cPaan pa plate by 'dk tjDi' an 'dk "oan 

.enon W dk -iron $>aK 

.ik^> e bv\ D'nen oya 'dki maa nr 15 

jratm 'dkb> tea ;W. by nr iaai> pitn 'bd nynin 

pitec Htei pn n'a!> teai pn n'a 5 > pn nnayB rron p^y 
D'oyB nenan p'i>y jrasm nnKi nrw i»a by pa«n noa 
Dyo no 'yens’ 'n 'dk nntit t 6 tt pa"n pK near p n'a 'aaa 
k 3 kpdd 3 7 nmnin mrnb pha» pro i»'Kin ao 
par pn n'aa pa njnae> 'Knyoen 

1 Sanhedrin , Mishnah , III, 1; Gemara , ibid., 93 a. 

* Sanhedrin , 93 a, 94 b. 8 « 'Vo rrtm rntrpn ; comp. Harkavy, 33. 

4 Kiddushin, Mishnah , I, 10; Gemara, ibid., 40 b. * Kiddushin, 40 b. 

• Baba Batra, 198 b ? 1 Shebu'ot, Mishnah , IV, 3; Gemara , ibid., 31 b. 

8 Shebu'ot, 39 b. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 









GEONIC RESPONSA 


287 


(Leaf 3, verso.) 

PK lv ibn nam 7 -iKixa njjb jopn fan 'dk *it?Ki p n»aa 
PK nnpn no*pn 3 Kb dk k^k wdd pnu pm pa *pDio 
nan b'atra vbp nbaipo nnp pto nniK d«pd nr nan 
pn mn 73 npiat? |opn pn n« pom a"n *k?ki nr 
n« p'atmb ib pn nnaaa bvnb nnpn nopna ob dk 5 
n'ab lanpo ppbineoi |n>» 'oai n« ppbinp np wik 
nbn noK'eoi *n*naa pbn Tra 'b e» 721 73 ib 'diki p 
nom npiat? a'nno naa nntte> no 'j'k "o 'ma 7b p« 
irtpc vb 'a paeo ton 731 toiaon kikw tow dic'd 
ainai—'niaa wa nr 'a pm' ow 'b 'dk Kbi k3k 'j 
*idk nian nnvn onb rwi *npi ir nbKt?b 7 dd p nnK n 
npn ik 'pbra niaion nnvnn 'b fruit? mnn dk bvun 
ib'K jopn 'dki 7'bp i'ddi &bv nxm nxn baa Tpbna 
nrnn Dn wapi pibro ik npib mw nrw nm nnm 
Kb D'e^bt? 'at? nnw 'bp nDD' dpid 'pbn ' 3 K nam 15 
'bp idd' nvnn e^bt? npKt? 'b *Dn' ob 'iki 7'bp idd* 

D'dt ‘nnrwn pai np'i» bnan t?pat? nmnn pat nam 
Dipoa Dim nam rvn'xn on jopn ib 'dki mi'a nam 
npn dk bnan 'dki npKt? 'b w pn Dipoa dhdi aio 
pto la'anK ianv Dipo baa 7 pbn ripnt? ik 4 moot? ib'K 20 
ipbn npib nnw? 'D bp f|K 'a la'tn 721—pnn nut? 

1 In oi*o:, 133: nbn.. . mim! 8 Read pn' as in Aa?n, II, 3a. 

8 01 * 03 , 134: mronnl 

4 Read ’mow©; “whether you take those houses of which I spoke or you, 
take your part in each house.” 
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dot ppnpn nr )b 'nnao naa 
ppnpn pme* von by *uva iai ia 
la nnxi) rvona nrto i$>p tcwm inn 
noEot? 5>mn jan by njnot? ntta 
na )b m par pa-6 "m 1 npnaa 5 
'b e* 'dki mn by nan by2 nop 
mpi spioon p 5 >no nxna ntrw 
nvnn nm jprn non t6e> pit nann 
nanoa intwi> nniN ana 
D’bok nxoi nniN ana n^k 10 
upnn nann nr upot? now? 
r\:v dw!> anp nr nani> m 
nano K'xin .tidni newt napoi 
w ia*tn onpn i^n now nanin 
Nin narna nnxi nano nrw D'ana 15 
nDaaat? dv noN n^n pm non 
npnv on pn nenw nnow n^pa by 
•aron '3N rvn nipi m^a nann nro 
nainan pn oiD'aa Dmp 'naina anai 
noa rpr t6 tvnpn ii>to ’v'trn naea jo 

Comp, introductory note. a Read Fjwi, “hasty.” 

- J'*«m D'D^H 4713 A.M., 953 C.B. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

mjnjn ;orn wto rrn d'jb’ 
nnx naa maot? mow 1 itriin na 
ypnpn m'ao pn' r^ moiR r 6 ni 
|itu taanR mi' nnx naa r!>r 
ntrto p or— nta pn nut? tr 5 
Dip' DRt? mn ia it nWa erne 
nai> nxnn *xn ana pitn 'a nann 
tw D'Daj ! ww noa ^vun pn 
nprnai norai tpaa papa nviiiR jni» 
k^k w *6 Swot? 'or 8 ni>y pnoto 10 
nos?n j'RE> 'd^vdri nano not? 
itoe> D' 3 B» n’jtn dr r 5 >r ixd ibii 
bnan pn 13 nan? jiaa nano not? 

•pvc r!>'r naiaa nny it ’in vaRo 
vryn dr onyn nana nipni> 15 
noa naiton "iDS'n nR ito 'a 
D'ima w nyea ni>yo^ wen'et? 

‘bn dr i> 3 R noR'p nny it 'in 
noevi nR irib> nyeo vn D'atap 

Vrun pn ra. 2 Kidduahin , Mishncih , I, 5 ; Gcmara, ibid., a6a. 

* Kiddushin, a6n. 4 Harkavy, 18. 
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Fragment 3669—MS. Heb. d 47, f. 45 \ Bodleian ; Syr. 
cursive characters; 4to, vellum — contains four Geonic 
Responsa. It is a remnant of a large Geonic collection, as 
the third and fourth Responsa are numbered 442 and 443 
respectively. The name of the Gaon is not given, but we 
may assume with a high degree of certainty that they 
are the Responsa of an authority in Pumbedita. This 
assumption is based on the statement found in our fragment, 
recto, lines 25-6. The Responsum hands down the Gaon's 
view with regard to UK, agreeing with the view of Rabbenu 
Hai, as given in Harkavy, 93, who supports his opinion by 
reference to the Geonim of Pumbedita, inrutn KJroo. On 
the other hand, we know that Saadia and Hilai (Harkavy, 
90 and 93), as well as Samuel ben Hofni, the contemporary 
of Rabbenu Hai 1 ,4 c), hold the opposite view 2 . Thus 
it hardly admits of a doubt that the Responsum originated 
in Pumbedita, though we cannot attribute it to Hai himself 
on account of peculiarities of style different from his. 


1 Fol. 44, in the same hand, is a part of an abstract of 
9 Comp, also the Geonic Responsum quoted in Pardes , 24 a. 


Digitized by 


Google 



GEONIC RESPONSA 


29I 


(Recto.) 

itd iapt? ;i'a nnp bin D'ainm ntaia na'N ia p'tnn{> ppnp b pnp p'a pnoiN ia«n 
nr jaixn iaSn ppnpn nnN vzrb inv: nS pB'J>na nniN naip wn nwn nanoa 
ewn 'i>ai nmnDi Dnaai pbo^oo pa mppnp pa noem na'na rnpa b nw no ^a dib6 
nan nwa m ipbd* dw nw inW> r6nn D'ainm 'on mp^ jno jmi>i nnccn 
nw 'o i>a by ioe>a man iDna by min ibd hon wmaa pae» ddit dw . v .. 5 
na» xim mw no in^ir ttb'ybn none to b*oo in ppnp mn noem na'na npa ii> 
inn* ppwo un inpn by nbv jnv 'in b now impnen? mipi pan nowi nnp 
papn nta npiat? nwn newi by pw—nman tdb'i pn n'a npn i>pi ianpn by k^n 
onp v* on i>3N noem rb ana npa moni> nw no $>a by yyenb nSia' na'Ni 
■np'tra ^>'dd in nippnp pit nan notrn na'na npa ?aiN-6 b mn 'a nnna npn' ppm' 10 
D'ainm nb ia"nai isiaa n^n pint nN pwa n^ noea D'aman D'ainrn dod 
1300 Son nitra laosa in'pn onp wan dni mn: tni war6 mi>pi pnDn 'i>a 
po'eonn ^in o'amrn diddd nman tdb'i Nin pae* nana Dnp wan n^ dni 
ni» / oni mW> pint wan new man i^obti *i>a bi nipxoi ann *|Da 'bi Dnaam 
p 'mw DimnD' \ynb vni'nw iow jnnn '3N nonpa par mN Diteai on 'bv jnm 15 
dw nop pna moj6i Doipo^ DTtnnb pa"m omnana enac pN Dn iabtt» rb noN 
oi!>on nrrr 'Nma vn d'^ini? 'ai Dn oni> 'a jnspoa in jSaa nma .tni dhS mm 
nnaina one newn inon iaa mm or6 nvd' n 5 > dw mmn ia mopn ne*6 in £iai> 
mopS nonpa imnpi> new nN n'mn$> torn panpm own awn paw pool 
nn 'on "ndi nn 'on *nh' m 'a nbp Nva'ONp urn tww wnn 1 pnoiN i:n p 'a pna ao 
nDo 'tt 'moo pn , o'o^ i>'a' «3N 'dn Na$>on J N'aamDi> moo '.mana m Dnp 
Nana pnrno po'pi ni> nnon np mi> ja'noB^a n!>n manaa ina Nan rrb 'on 
oanaa dn 'a noB»a «pa paoo n'an^> nano fnia^ pn' n$> 'a i:i> man: nm 
ho aa by t|oa b& paoo b aniac' pr b »ai ia pnnn^> ina’ wnt? ppnp aa by 
by Vvan^ nNenn anian m wnn paeon nap 1 n!> ia p'rrmi* i>ia' pNt? *5 
ppip n$ naip i3'w nbv rwy: ia p'tnni) i»ra' mn pm ia'N» '"w* pNa ppnp 
.... 1 pnan nano anPn pa cion noi ibt<v nevi pina^oD nS 
Wppnpn p^ii Dmaa v* 'a * pn nnN ^ napnena no iBoao in ncaao amai> iaioo 
fft 'in poo jBia pnb> ninoen 'nhr nan i>ai ejoam anrm onapm {'"Dorn 

.pi>D^Don i>ai uDam anrm onapm ppnpn D'Daa pe6 ^aa 30 

5>a b * wfoin iBDa 'ono n^n npii> la'N 'BDa .... noN' dw 

1 Baba Kama, 117 a. * Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc., and * Aruk, s.v. p 3 me. 

8 Comp. Baba Bair a, isoa-isob. 4 «SQ3n? 

U 2 
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(Verso.) 

enen noi nbMt? new 5 &'Tl pnann Dbntwib 'inn dtoi naba D'DDan 
emim naoi naipb no Dim n’b imd p 'mw Diba lb mn win nine ania pa 
napob n'nt? too Mbx nano bapo nap* vb nrwb anon o uonpn naai 
by *|Mi nip' «b Diba nwpnn nya lb n'n 1 ib dm laob naba nMipnn nya 
'im onaoi p 'nnM D'oai n:p dm pt? bai no Dim D'nrtM D'Dai napt? 'D 5 

ba m bbian bbam toimd obnemb nano lb *ana lb put? Demim H 3 HD 
DMi 'ip'Mi iana' Mb nuno *noeo *a laiDMi imaonpn new Min nbx 
noeo bax inienb Ma xbe> nan napo dim pxt? *eb Diba b'yv Mb iana' 
jto Dbntwib p *nnx rnibn nap'p D'oain ba najjnt^i 'ap*xn pania am 
npibn mol envn to moi* t?oin im naoi nip ibox 'imi inxibn mbon 10 

'boi nrix by iom iomi maa Mint? ia pprmo i*n M'en 3 D"n JYl^nJ 
ppfmo i'n 'an mob* bx'D&'b mdimi MnpM 'aa mb inbt? 8 poma um p 
'wot? no ib pcnDit? poi wo maa Mint? nnM by iom noMi maa Mint? ia 
nr 'oib dim (DMi mim 'n 'dm p’o D'nnMb mo' noMt? ''na nabnn 
pi nenm p nr 'oib 'dmi ia maa 'ia nr 'oii> dim pmii? dboi maa 'ia 15 
nxenn pania mb nbt? pxa um 'dim 'oam noxn pana nabn im mnbn 
Mnp mb y’DDi no' 'nan 'in pMa ax 'DMn mim 'nb xobeo pnoMi mb nr 
'Dpio pan pnoMi pann MnjnM p'pna no' *b Mob pxa pm 'noMn panb xb'x 
■pnv xbn po «Mni ptmo xbi yin' ii'Mt? nnan insa Mnp 'nan no*b mb 
pnnn maa Mint? mbit by noib vax pxa pm maa Mint? o pprmoi nnan 20 
D'lt? 'D mb xamob nnoM 'm Mnab'n 'Mob nnan -pnva >x panb p't?pMi 
mm ananab 'b nob nano 'b 3 'n' Mb'D nnM idm xobya nino MbM Mm Mb 
mb mb nano bapo ib'Mn nano bapob maa pa tsnDn n'M pan laen 
nan inonb napo onM pm jb xo«pn nanon nny p'jn D'Daaa MbM bperob 
nyi nny ny p 3 Mb pbsan ooaa p n'o bptrob bo' Mbi 4 imena ii’mc? 25 
inio ny nyi innan nyo loxb iboae* D'Daao b'pp maa ib 'mi inio ny 
DDia 3 M 'in na Dbiyb Ma xbt? nan 'anb napo DnM 'DMn tmd 'nb Mans n’mi 
aa by qxi ddu mwbo ib ibcat? D'Daaa b'pt? maai nano amob bim ii’xi 

M'n na *pv onb Max 'n mb nbt? * pnoxpn mim 'na nabn 8 pan. 

pia'n by 'own pnnnoi pMi pm 'dm pni' 'm pMa D'aan pa piarn by nDifcn 30 
xnabn pnoxi pana pMa pm 'dm pm* 'm mim 'na pMa Min niaa D’aan pa 

1 Read Mb. * Read nroonk 8 Baba Batra, 127 a-b. 4 The expression 

used by the Gaon is not exact, he really meant cViyb na wbro w and not irnwo nn, 
which implies an entirely different principle of law. 

8 Read pan vby ipbruir. 4 Baba Batra , 128 b. 
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xxxvm. 

Fragments 2760, MS. Heb. d. 48, fols. 11-12; and 2826, 
MS. Heb. d 63, fols. 62-73, Bodleian; Syr. Rabb. charac¬ 
ters, 4to, paper. These two fragments are written in the 
same characters, on the same kind of paper, with the 
same ink, and the same number of lines to a page, 
and also the contents prove that they actually belong 
together. Fols. 62 and 63 of Fragment 2826 form a part 
of the Responsum on fols. 11,12 of Fragment 2760, though 
there is a gap between the two parts. We shall first 
consider Fragment 2760, in connexion with fols. 62 and 63 
of Fragment 2826, leaving fols. 64-73 °f the latter fragment 
to be dealt with separately. 

The fragment under examination contains fifty short 
explanations of the treatise Shabbat , the first of them of 
a passage on fol. 3 a, the last, on 57 a. Obviously the 
fragment is incomplete, possibly to the extent of a quire 
of two or three leaves, which must jiave covered the 
text of Shabbat between 8 b and 17 b. There is, of course, 
no telling whether the commentary did not run on after 
57 a to the end of the treatise, as the last explanation 
preserved breaks off in the middle. Nearly all the com¬ 
ments are brief, and concern themselves mainly with 
linguistic points, giving special attention to the names 
of plants, animals, and similar things. The name of the 
author does not appear. It was probably mentioned at 
the beginning, which, it should be noted, is missing. The 
uniform style and character of the explanations leave no 
room for doubt that all of them were made by one and 
the same authority. The only clue to the authorship is 
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to be found in Responsum 33, which forms part of the 
collection a'n (No. 95), where it is ascribed to R. Natronai 
Gaon 1 . In any event, it is certain that the author is one 
of the older Geonim, which may be inferred from the use 
of Persian expressions and also Aramaic expressions other¬ 
wise unknown. The importance of this fragment lies in 
the fact that the author of the 'Aruk made extensive 
use of it, as will be shown in analysing the separate 
paragraphs. It is interesting to note, that though he 
quotes more than thirty explanations contained in onr 
Responsum, he yet does not mention the author, probably 
due to its having come into his hands as an anonymous 
Geonic document. 

Remarks upon a selected number of the explanations 
follow below, and we begin with the second paragraph. 

2. In this Responsum the Gaon explains the meaning 
of the term Tina "Q, which he justly 2 brings into connexion 
with mnD. He adds, that some read Viks instead of vine, 
which he asserts are synonymous words, 'n[tf]Q being used 
as in Num. xxiv. 17. Sifre Num. 85 has a bearing on this 
point. There pvp, “ prince,” is derived from nvp, “ end.” 
Analogously, 'fiKS, “ ends,” is taken by so early a Jewish 
authority as Targum Onkelos, as meaning " prince.” The 
author of the* Aruk , s.v., made use of our Responsum 3 , but 
the words jn 'jana*) na Dm, leaf 1, recto, line 10, must have 
been missing in his copy of it, wherefore he deviated from 
the Geonic explanation 4 . In point of fact, neither the 
explanation of the *Aruk nor the explanation of the Gaon 
is satisfactory. In the Aramaic of the Babylonian Talmud, 

1 Comp, also Rabbi Isaiah di Trani the Elder, rnD^rr, 31, who also 
ascribes it to Natronai Gaon. 

2 Comp, the Assyrian bel pihati, which corresponds exactly to the 
Talmudic expression. 

* Kohut, Introduction to his 'Aruk f p. 17, is mistaken in assuming that 
the 'Aruk has drawn upon the lexicographical work of Rabbi Zemah 
Gaon. The two authorities have different explanations of tod. 

4 The words '131 robna o'2D * rrrro are, however, not found in the 
editions and only in some of the MSS. of the * Aruk , and are probably a 
later addition. 
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n is often softened to K, so that and *nns are only 
orthographic variations of the same word. 

3. The explanation of tfriB appears literally in *Aruk , s.v. 
Yet one fails to see, at first sight, how the Qaon happens 
upon it in dealing with the treatise Shabbat , where it does 
not occur. It cannot be assumed for a moment that he 
was led to it by the resemblance of the word to vikd. 
The only acceptable hypothesis is that the passage in 
Shabbat , 4 a, in the Gaon’s text must have read [nD 31 k ton&] 
'im rbv ta'n the first two words having been omitted 
from our text out of deference to Rabba. The strong 
expression KD 31 N KTiQ is elsewhere 1 often employed by Rab 
Nahman, the very one who is administering a rebuke to 
his disciple Rabba in the passage quoted. 

4. The Gaon’s explanation of 5 >pD*"iD is also reproduced 
literally by the author of the c Aruk , s.v., with the rather 
curious addition that KpDCD is an expression of the “holy 
tongue,” while in reality it is a word of Persian origin. 

5. The explanation of VDD is quoted, not only by the 
*Aruk , 8.v., but also by Albargeloni, in his D'nyn' d, 301. 

6. This Responsum is quoted, though in a somewhat 
shortened form, in * Aruk , s.v. *|n (5), ed. Kohut, III, 46a. 

8. The Gaon’s explanation of Dnno rfac is found literally 
in the * Aruk , s. v., with the addition of a copyist’s error. 
Instead of the reading UW, it has Tio^m pw, 

which of course cannot be correct. All authoritative 
Halakot must be based on the Talmud, if they are not 
found there explicitly. The most interesting information 
yielded by the Responsum is contained in the Gaon’s 
statement about the use of the Talmud, showing that at 
so early a period as his time it was widespread. 

13. This Responsum appears in the * Aruk , s. v. JlVDDy. 

15. The * Aruk does not contain this Responsum. On 
the other hand, it is quoted by Rashi, ad loc., who mentions 

1 Pesahim , 88 a, and MegiUah , 14 b; also Berakot , 50 a. Babbi Saadia, in his 
newly discovered commentary on Berakot, explains it as a compliment! 
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a Geonic Responsum as his authority. As to the reading* 
1?, comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc., and 'Aruk, a v. 13 . 

16. This Responsum is quoted by three authorities, by 
the * Aruk , s.v. ^nn, by Rabbenu Hai Gaon on Kelim, 
XVI, 5, and by Rashi on Shabbat, 81 b, catchword KD'fina. 
Apparently, our Gaon must have written another Responsum 
upon the same subject, to which the words Dnb uen'D *pi 
probably refer 1 . A better reading would be 1331 instead 
of 131 . 

17. This Responsum was known to the author of the 
* Aruk, as can be seen from his definition of KTKT, though his 
reading of it must have been essentially different from ours. 

19. From what the Gaon says about K 3 inK, we may 
justly infer that his text of the Talmud differs from ours. 
It must have read kmik rDWKi kjki.ik 'VK 3 jkd idni Nina. 
Notice also the spelling tcing and MNinK, our texts reading 

or kjiwk. 

20. The twentieth Responsum is literally quoted by the 
* Aruk, s. y. N 13 P, and probably was known also to Rabbi 
Judah Albargeloni. The Arabic equivalent of K 13 P given 
by Albargeloni in his DTiyn 'o, 13, is the same as that 
appearing in our fragment. 

21. The word TOW, with which the Gaon explains 
KD& 3 K, is found nowhere in Jewish literature. However, 
there can be no doubt that it is identical with the Syriac 
ttrw, “ moss.” It is to be noticed also that the Gaon reads 
KD& 3 K, not KD& 31 K. This would suggest that KH& 3 K has 
nothing to do with K 031 K, “ black/* but is only a different 
form of kdjk, “marsh land/* KDD 3 K would thus mean a 
growth in a pond or a marsh. In Hebrew, the word EUK 
as used in Jer. li. 32, would furnish an interesting parallel, 
if the traditional meaning could be accepted without 
reservation. 

22. There can be no doubt that the text of this Responsum 
is corrupt. It must read p'pl. ♦ . spy 'dik (iww =) 

'131 tw ,KTpi xnvo iok ... pw 311 The words fw 

1 Comp., however, below, pp. 310 and 321. 
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MM are the Gaon’s explanation of Ntpn NnrD. 

This Responsum was known both to Rabbi Hai Gaon and 
the author of the * Aruk , where its use is implied in 
what he says under grp. Hai’s reference to it occurs in 
a Responsum of his own reproduced in Albargeloni’s D*nyn 'd, 
13, where the Arabic is quoted in so corrupt a form that 
it may not be superfluous to set it down here again 1 :— 
mpn p .td fopi (d'dn) wk ton pri>N (-n^o) tipd top 
(top) pfhn an p (nnno') anano^ jm kdtod nruc php 
(mem) nnnnta md p (nw) nano* jm in bxp (na« bw) natt^to 
•ytcn&c (xybbx pnD ^tc) pno rerMy 

The Hebrew translation of the above runs as follows:— 
ip^w mzb vn ixm mmnni ^oipo] nv mo nwi pm «rp 
nett wm ;m idv mna p «xvn pv torn? nntt wnw 
•yunabtc —'anyai —pno'a^c tta^x .nn*a *dd worn p* Hint? 

The expression ttiDUWv in our fragment, occurring a 
second time in Responsum XU, is noteworthy; it stands 
for M2BU noyn, as mnon in Responsum XLI stands for 
*ny nom. Neither of these two words is found elsewhere 
in Rabbinic literature, but is found in Syriac. Comp. 

Low, Aramaische Pflanzennamen, 9a. 

23. The 'Aruk , s. v. tta'W>¥, quotes the Responsum. 
Probably it was also known to Hai, as is shown by his 
Arabic Responsum quoted above. 

24. This Responsum is nearly identical with that found 
in rfP, 233, where it forms part of a Responsum ascribed 
to Hai. But not much value can be attached to the 
superscriptions in the Responsa Collections, as is proved 
by the very next number, 234. Hai is given as its author 
as well, although it is beyond the peradventure of a doubt 
that it belongs to Rab Amram 2 . The * Aruk , s. v. Win, 
quotes the explanation of our Responsum from niai&n. 
Comp. Alfasi, Shabbat , H, 1. 

1 The words in parentheses are the readings of the dywi 'c ; comp. 
Harkavy, in pan, VI, 28. 

* Comp, below, p. 316. 
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25. As to the recipe here given for making ink, comp. 
Low, Aramaische Pflanzennamen , 199. 

26. This Responsum is identical with that found in 
3 *n, 95, where it is ascribed to Rabbi Natronai Gaon 1 . 
It contains the very interesting statement that in olden 
times Maftir was read at the afternoon service, as well 
as at the morning service, and that the custom fell into 
desuetude during a period of oppression by the Persians. 
The persecutions were directed with particular force against 
the study of the Law. Accordingly, the readings were 
restricted as much as possible; Maftir in the afternoon 
was dropped, and not reinstated after the pressure 
from without was removed. The persecution to which 
the Gaon refers is probably that of Mazdak 2 . It is, 
however, very doubtful whether the Gaon’s explanation 
of the change that took place in the reading of the Maftir 
is correct. From a Responsum by Hai, quoted by Rabbi 
Zerahiah Gerondi 8 , in his niND, on Shabbat, 21 b, we know 
that so recently as his own time, the eleventh century, 
Maftir was still recited in the afternoon among the Persian 
Jews. If the afternoon Maftir had actually been dropped 
by reason of persecutions in Persia, one would hardly 
expect to find the custom there at so late a day. At 
all events, the statement of the Gaon as to the existence 
of the custom itself cannot be doubted, corroborated as 
it is, not only by Hai, but also by the Midrash Aggadat 
Bereshit, which is partly based on the prophetical lessons 
read in the afternoon 4 . The author of this Midrash 
beyond a doubt lived somewhere in the neighbourhood 
of Constantinople, and flourished about the time of 

1 Comp, above, p. 49, a similar tradition regarding the rrcmp, which 
makes both statements doubtful. 

2 Comp, above, p. 49; but see also, above, p. 217, and Halberstam in 
Kobak’s Jesckurun , VI, 127-30. 

3 Comp, also Rabbi Isaiah di Trani the Elder, r"ODn, 31; nsr, II, 45 d ; 
D'nrn 'd, 271; and Muller, Mafleah , 210. 

4 These lessons may, of course, not have been Maftir; see the following 
page. 
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Hai. Thus we have a witness to the prevalence of the 
afternoon Maftir custom among European Jews as well 
as among the Persian Jews. In any event, there are traces 
left in all the rituals pointing to the fact that there was 
a time when lessons from the Prophets were read at the 
afternoon service, though not as Maftir. This assumption 
is the only one that enables us to explain the presence 
of the NTion NBTip in the afternoon service. From a 
Responsum by Rabbi Natronai (in the Geonic Collection, 
ed. Lyck, 90 ; n'c?, 55 ; and Mahzor Vitry , p. 26) we know 
that the NTiD*i RtPHp in the daily morning prayer had its 
origin in the custom of reading from the Prophets after 
the end of the service; this NBnp corresponding to the 
Maftir's Benedictions after the Prophetical lesson on 
Sabbaths and holidays. The NTiD*i Kcn*ip in the afternoon 
service, therefore, proves that a Prophetical lesson was 
read in the afternoon, only it was not read as Maftir with 
its customary Benedictions. This conjecture is abundantly 
confirmed by an old Responsum, quoted by Rabbi Judah 
Albargeloni \ which explicitly mentions the custom of 
having a lesson from the Prophets on Sabbath afternoons, 
and reading it, not in connexion with the regular Pentateuch 
lesson, but at the beginning, before the service has started. 
The service at the conclusion of the Sabbath presents a 
development the reverse of what took place in the Sabbath 
afternoon service. While in the latter the Prophetical 
lesson was put at the beginning, in the former the reading 
from the Hagiographa 2 was pushed on to the end, where- 

1 □ , nrn 'd, p. 289, where, on line 25, N'ni should be read instead of 
'Tirol, as the context shows. 'Tirol crept in on account of the use of the 
word in the previous line. On line 26, read H'lii instead of H'li’i. 

2 The custom at Nehardea originally was to read from the Hagiographa 

at the afternoon service, probably at the end. As to the expression 
trno 70s, there can be no doubt that Kashi explains it correctly. It 
refers, not to Maftir, as some maintain, but to readings from the 
Hagiographa, independent of the Pentateuch lessons. Comp. Sqferim , 
XIV, 4, which probably also refers to public readings from the Hagio¬ 
grapha. For other explanations see and Friedmann in pin, 

IV, a 5 * 
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fore we have a NTiDI NW1P after the conclusion of the 
rap 'Ntfio service. The reciting of Psalm xci at the service 
at the going out of the Sabbath is a remnant of the 
readings from the Hagiographa. This is what is meant 
to be conveyed by the statement of a Gaon found in 
the Oxford MS. of the Seder Rob Amram 1 : • • . ^**130 to 
D'K p wnabn jntM to *y:n dim nm nn ba *dto jn'tok ua pro 
nxb nmap wfot ttq too an a nn. A further 
corroboration of Rabbi Natron&i’s theory, that the wsrrp 
KTion concludes a reading from the Prophets or from the 
Hagiographa, is offered by the custom of reciting it * after 
the reading of the Megillah on Purim, and the Book of 
Lamentations on Tisha ' be-Ah. 

28. This Responsum is given literally in the *Aru&, 8. v. 
P'N fc6n, where the nuwi, Geonic Responsa, are referred to 
as the source. 

30. Also this Responsum is quoted literally by the author 
of the Aruk, s. v. W>D, and probably was known to Hai, 
in whose commentary on Kelim , XXVIII, 7, ann must be 
emended to read ann. 

31-32. Of these two Responsa, the second is quoted 
literally in the Aruk, s. v. DUnn, and the first was probably 
made use of in the explanation of Tip (1) ; ed. Kohut, p. 767. 

35. This Responsum, the end of which is missing, was 
probably known to the author of the * Aruk , whose 
explanation of «pD (2) seems to have been taken 
from it. 

39. A reference to this Responsum is found in the Aruk, 

S. V, 

41. It is interesting to notice that the Aruk , in making 
use of our Responsum, s. v. *|¥ (7), substitutes the expressions 

1 Originally they had readings from the Hagiographa for the people, later 
the readings were abolished, and a msw from the Rabbinical literature by 
the scholars took its place. The same development occurred in the daily 
morning service; comp. Rabbi Natronai's Responsum quoted above. 

* There are many explanations for the reciting of kyidt 'ip at various 
occasions, but they are all unsatisfactory ; comp. Abudraham, ed. Warsaw, 

67, 68, 96, and 138 ; and c"n nvnH, I, 219. 
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in common use for the unique words’ fcODino, and 

' 3110 . The last term, though of Arabic origin, seems to 
have been used by Aramaic-speaking peoples. It occurs, 
for instance, in Syriac. 

42. The explanation of "WW n '3 in our Responsum seems 
to be identical with that given by the 'Aruk, s. v., though, 
it must be admitted, Rabbi Nathan is not altogether clear 
in what he says on the subject. A noteworthy point in 
this Responsum is the use of the Persian ]tQYV, juruban, 
for collar. 

43 and 45. These two Responsa are quoted by the 'Aruk, 
s. v. pnoR and *|S (7). 

47. The explanation of xrwJ? noy is accepted by the 
*Aruk , s. v., though a second explanation is there added. 

48. The explanation of poD'nNDDto by jnpmba, a jasmine 
mixture by bed-cover, is so odd that there can be no 
doubt of the corruptness of the text before us. The 
alternative is offered us either to read pcnplb: \ ykvicvfipi(a, 
or, which is more probable, to assume that the Qaon was 
giving an explanation of the word pipD^J occurring in 
the Talmud on the page next to that on which pDDnRDDto 
is found. 

49. This Responsum is quoted literally by two authorities, 
by the 'Aruk, s. v. RTiDlp^D, and by Rabbi Judah Albargeloni, 
D'nyn' d, p. 3a. 

Fols. 64-73, Fragment 2826, form a consecutive collection 
of fifty-one Responsa, by Rabbi Amram Gaon, with the 
exception of the first ten lines of foL 64 a, which contain six 
disjointed Haggadic quotations, five of them from known 
sources, the sixth not found in existing Midrashic literature. 
The fragment is unique in the earlier Geonic Responsa lite¬ 
rature in giving, not only the name of the Geonic authority 
to whom questions about certain difficulties were addressed, 
and the name of the questioner to whom the Responsa 

1 The form pporta for ponpiVa is not improbable. Comp. Krauss, 
Qriechische und lateinische Lehntoorter , I, 114. 
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were sent, but also the exact date when they were written, 

or, rather, when the letter of inquiry was received*. The 
month of the date is Adar, corroborating the statement, 
hitherto resting upon the unsupported authority of Rabbi 
Nathan ha-Babli 2 , that the Kallah of Adar was the occasion 
on which the Geonim submitted the questions addressed 
to them from the outside to the prominent members of 
the Academies. At all events, our Responsum testifies 
to the prevalence of the custom a century and a half before 
Rabbi Nathans day. The year 169 of the Seleucidaean 
era (=857 c. e.) is also of importance, settling, as it does, 
the date of the beginning of Rabbi Amram’s Gaonate, 
which some scholars set at a considerable number of years 
later 3 . It is possible that our Responsum contained an 
allusion to the recent death of the Gaon’s predecessor, 
running somewhat like this: id pencil nuiy 1 d*ug? 'd by 
wiw*d min npDD xb n«r bn mnb nar pw wito n. 
The date is confirmed by Rabbi Isaac ben Abba Mari, 
who, in his nay, II, 30 a, refers to a Collection of Responsa 
by Rabbi Amram handed down in the presence of the Ab 
Bet Din and the prominent members of the Academy in 
the year 169 4 , and the analysis of the separate Responsa 
will demonstrate that the HDy has our collection in mind. 

The introduction to the collection is couched in practically 

1 prrw on leaf 5, recto, line n, may mean u submitted ’* in the Academy 
for discussion. 

* For the time of Sherira, comp. no, I, 53 a: n'H *On ni arm 
p'pD3? id # i n:o n*u ntei nnrnoa Nioip [ 1 . tin]. The text is somewhat 
corrupt, after p*po the name of the Talmudical treatise or chapter is left 
out which was studied in the Academy in the month of id*i tin. 

8 Comp. Muller, Mafledh , Amram, note 3 ; H&levy, Dorot ha-Rishonim, III, 
345-6; and Halberstam, in Kobak’s Jcschurun, V, 138, where the date 
1308 is incorrect; the Parma MS., from which it is copied, probably 
has 1398. 

4 The text of the no needs to be emended; read (iraitpra =) 'toto 
pi rva a** ':di ruro:rc; and comp, ibid., 33 a, where, however, 1*1 man i* 
a copyist’s error for 1*2 in; the MS. of the no in the Sulzberger 
Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America reads in the 
first passage quoted tdi 'irra. MUller, Mafteah, 135 (re), reads m ra'tn 

pi, but, as the parallel passage shows, pi ira aw is the correct reading. 
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the same phraseology as that used by Rab Amram at the 
beginning of his Seder , and also of a Responsum of his 
quoted in the Qeonic Collection, ed. Lyck, No. 56. The 
designation of Rabbi Zemah as Ab Bet Din, while in 
the Responsum in the Lyck collection referred to he is 
described as Dayyana de Baba, is independent proof, in 
addition to all the other indications we possess 1 , of the 
identity of these two offices. It cannot be determined 
with certainty which Rabbi Zemah is meant Probably 
it is the one who became the Qaon of Sura eight years 
after the death of Rab Amram 2 . 

The greater part of the collection consists of Responsa 
dealing with questions connected with TW¥ 'n. They all, 
with the exception of a very few, were known to Rabbi 
Isaac ben Abba Mari, and he made use of them in his 
"may, quoting them on the authority of Rab Amram. There 
can be no doubt, however, that also the few not relating 
to nnre originated with Rab Amram; some of them, indeed, 
are ascribed to him elsewhere. Apparently, the copy of 
our collection in the hands of the author of the HDy was 
not so complete as the Genizah copy, as he fails to refer 
to Rab Amram in a number of cases on which the Gaon’s 

1 Comp. Sherira’s Letter, p. 38, lines 12 and 15 ; Harkavy, Studien und 
Mittheilungen , III, note 124, and BriUl, JahrbUcher , II, 35, note 42. 

* With regard to this Rabbi Zemah, comp. Miiller, Mafledh , 140 (n) ; 
Lazarus, Die H&upter der Vertriebenen, pp. 177-8, 180; Biichler, in Revue des 
etudes juives , L, 158; and Epstein, idd *73? tono, end. My reason for 
identifying Rabbi £emah ha-Bet Din with Rabbi Zemah ben Hayyim is 
that it seems very improbable to me that the Gaon would refer in 
a Responsum to the Ab Bet Din at the court of the Exilarch. The 
relations between the Gaonate and the Exilarchate were never of so 
intimate a character as tor make the other assumption acceptable. The 
only Responsum by Zemah ben Solomon, the Ab Bet Din at the court of 
the Exilarchate, preserved to us (comp. Dukes, Ben Chananjah, IV, 141), 
was probably written at a time when the office of Gaon was vacant, 
possibly after Rabbi Hilai of Sura. Oddly enough, Epstein refers to 
Rab Amram’s Responsum, Geonic Collection, ed. Lyck, 56, as quoting the 
Ab Bet Din Zemah ben Solomon, at the same time remarking upon 
the strangeness of the fact, when in reality Rab Amram writes Rabbi 
Zemah simply. 
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opinion might have been derived from the MS. now under 
examination. Comp., for instance, II, 32 c, concerning 
no 'y~or \; ibid., concerning NDSlp 'bz ; 32 d, concerning rbyi 
; and 46 c, explaining the Talmudic passage, hv nnoK 
min. Miiller, Mafteah , 125 (n'o), quotes a decision by 
Rab Am ram on the subject of nnre from the mioy not 
found in our fragment. But this is due to a slip. The 
words of the may, 30 c, 3*3 vnnrera nnym en omoy 3-11, 
do not refer to the preceding sentence (on^p 'l), but are 
the beginning of a separate statement, a quotation of Rab 
Amram’s Responsum (III) in our fragment. Muller’s next 
Responsum (i'd) also calls for a word of explanation. It 
is by Rab Amram, on the same subject of rws, and 
Muller quotes it from the "ttoy (p. 32 b) without realizing 
that it is found in the Seder (5 a). Rabbi Abraham ben 
Isaac, of Lunel, a compatriot of the author of the noy, 
and a contemporary of his as well, quotes the same 
Responsum in his Eshkol , II, 98, and gives the source 
correctly. And still again, Muller (p. 124, K**) goes astray 
in a similar manner. He failed to notice that the Responsum 
by Rab Amram referred to by Rabbi Aaron of Lunel in 
his '*n mma, 32 c ('n), also goes back to the Seder (39 b). 

An abstract of nearly all the Responsa bearing on fWV 
is given in n'n, 70, Rab Amram being named as the 
authority. It is noteworthy that the order of the Responsa 
in B*fi coincides with the order in our fragment, so that 
there can be no doubt that the two go back to the same 
document as their original. Though the Responsa under 
examination are in the form of a commentary on the 
fourth chapter of Menahot , the Talmudic passage con¬ 
cerning itself with TV¥% they nevertheless present a genuine, 
if primitive, attempt at codification. This is the reason 
why the order of the Responsa does not agree strictly 
with the sequence of the passages explained as they occur 
in the Talmud. 

1. The first Responsum consists of a lengthy explanation 
of the Talmudic passage Menahot , 103 b, concerning the 
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size of the meal offering. The Responsum contains nothing 
new, but one reading of the text by the Gaon is worth 
noting: tib'yb a reading preferable to the one 

in our texts, which themselves offer the same reading in 
Shabbat , 30 a. On the other hand, the MS. as written 
presents a point of very great interest. In the Biblical 
verses quoted in our Responsum 1 , there are never more 
than two words written out; the rest of the words of 
the verse are merely indicated by means of their initial 
letters. This abbreviated system is not an expedient of 
economy, as might be supposed at first sight. To save 
space and time, the scribes resort to and ' 131 . The 
true explanation goes back to the old ordinance in both 
Talmudim, Babli, Oittin , 6 b, and Yer., Megillak, III, 74 a, 
forbidding the writing of more than two consecutive words 
in a Biblical citation without To escape from the 

necessity of observing, in veiy early times, the Shirtut , 
or the which was substituted for it in Geonic times 2 , 
the scribes invented the system of abbreviations, to be 
applied to all the words of a verse after the second. As 
this ordinance regarding the writing of Scriptural sentences 
fell into desuetude 3 , we are justified in assuming, that if 
our fragment is not a copy made directly from the original, 
it is at least not far removed in age from it, and in any 
event was made by a conscientious scribe. 

2 . In the second Responsum, a view of far-reaching 
importance is preserved for us, regarding the authoritative 
character of the Tannaitic sources not embodied in the 
Talmud. The Gaon maintains that the opinions of the 
To8efta and the Tannaitic Halakic Midrashim are valid 
only if they are supported by Talmudic views, or at 
least are not contradicted by Talmudic statements 4 . 

1 Comp, also Responsum XVII. 

2 Comp. rfw t 39; Yi, 46; taw, II, 43; and n*on, in J.Q. R. t IX, 687. 

8 Comp. Tosa/ot, Menahot , 3a b, top. 

4 About the meaning of the words *cn D'TDO hVi win Jttp w «*?, leaf 6, 
recto, line 10, there can be no doubt. The Qaon maintains that a state¬ 
ment found in Tannaitic sources not embodied in the Talmud, is neither 
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In any other case, they have no standing. His argument 
runs as follows: As the Amoraim repeatedly pronounce 
against statements in the Mishnah, by far the most com¬ 
manding work of the Tannaim, as being merely the opinions 
of individuals, how much less can the other Tannaitic 
sources lay claim to undisputed authority? The general 
argument is sound, but the proofs adduced in detail seem 
unfortunately to be based on an inaccurate use of Talmudic 
sources. While the Gaon’s contention, that certain Mishvayyot 
are declared by the Talmud to be individual opinions, is 
correct, yet, to my knowledge, the expressions r\'2 UD 'ano 
KM MDP and KM riKTir 'md do not actually occur in the 
Talmud. It is true that the latter expression is found 
in one MS. of the Talmud, Moed Katon , 19 a, only it 
refers there, not to a Mishnah, but to a Bar&ita. It will 
not do to suppose that the Oaon did not have the intention 
of making a literal quotation from the Talmud, for in 
that case the expression K2 'PV 'n MD 'jhd would be a useless 

decisive nor authoritative, in the sense of being an accepted, settled view. 
In his riaumi) the Gaon uses the synonymous expression wv*cd H.'Vro, 
just as the Yerushalmi , Berakot , V, 8 a, uses nuutp rvoVn for the term in 
the Babli, ibid., 31a, npiDD nsta (Bacher mentions neither of these 
technical terms in his Termindogie). As to the use of o'acta as a synonym 
with yixp, comp. Rabbenu Hai’s Responsum, quoted in the Eshkcl , II, 49, 
where he employs exactly the same expression in characterizing the 
Yerushalmi : cnoo U'H m *U1. Friedmann, in his Introduction to the 
MekUta , p. 48, misled by the false reading of Azulai's text of the Seder 
Tannaim we-Amoraim, and misunderstanding the exact meaning of the 
terms y»sp and d'ido, forces an entirely foreign notion into the text. The 
expression maisp is hardly borrowed from the Palestinians, as Epstein, 

I . c., 64, maintains. True, it does not occur in the Babylonian Talmud. 
ntqd is in the same case; it is found in the Yerushalmi , but not in the 
Babli, yet no one would assert that the Babylonians went to Palestine 
for it Comp, yisp "Qi, quoted from in aTOO, 60. 

It may be of interest to call attention, by the way, to a passage in 
Harkavy, Geonic Responsa, 396, bearing on Sea in the Responsum by 
Rabbenu Hai, which baffled the editor of the Eshkol. We learn from 
it that a case of to: was decided differently in Palestine and in Babylonia. 
The amo mentioned by Harkavy in another passage, immediately 
preceding the one under discussion, is by no means so new as he would 
have us believe, seeing that it occurs three times in the Yerushalmi, Berakot, 

II, 4 b, and parallel passages. Comp. Miiller, o # n, 3a. 
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repetition of ton mnw ' 3 HD. Some of the sources con¬ 
taining the present Responsum, to be quoted later on, do, 
indeed, give different readings of this passage, and though 
they do not rid us of the difficulty pointed out above, 
yet the very variations go to show that we have, to say 
the least, an incorrect copy of the Responsum before us, 
so far as these readings go. The most acceptable solution 
would be to assume that the expression to'py '"i ' 3 D ' 3 HD 
is an old gloss explaining tffi nxTfV ' 3 HD, which has crept 
into the text of the Responsum. This would in part do 
away with the difficulty. r ' 

Our Responsum has a rather interesting literary history. 
The greater part of it, to begin with, was incorporated 
in the oldest methodology of the Talmud, known as the 
Seder Taimaim we-Amoraim , which has come down to 
us in as many as six versions 1 . That our Responsum 
is the primary source, and not the W*nD, is proved by 
the faulty readings occurring identically in all the 
versions 2 . We must guard ourselves against ascribing 
the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim to Rab Amram. Any 
desire to do so would be nullified by the iact that this 
Gaon is on record with views diametrically opposed to 
some expressed in the book. The Gaon, in six cases, 
decides with Bet Shammai against Bet Hillel (Seder Red) 
Amram , 5a; and comp, also Responsum 18 of our frag- 

1 First version by Azulai in his zrorjrf? in; the seeond and third by 
Luzzatto according to two MSS. (Prague, 1858), reprinted from ion 013, 
IV ; the fourth version in Filipowski’s edition of the pDnv; the fifth in 
Graetz, Einleitung in den Talmud (Breslau, 1871), and the sixth from the 
famous Munich MS. of the Talmud, by Taussig, cm3; comp, also 
Steinachneider, Qeschichtsliteratur , 12-14, and Nachbrag , 173. 

* Notice, for instance, the reading Hiro 'i instead of win 'i; the author 
of the Tiro also had the false reading in his text of the m'no. Rabbi 
Amram in his Responsum speaks only of not, meaning by it the 
Tannaitic Midrashim to Exodu9, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, which is 
explained in the text of m'no by an additional sentence. In mVru Vr, 
ed. Venice, 143 d, end, ncD for ncDi Mrtoo, and in so late a writer as 
v'mi (Nedarim, 36 b, end), we find the use of nDD for all the Tannaitic 
Midrashim except Sifra. Comp. Rashi in i»mVi 'isn '©n, No. 35. 

X 2 
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ment), while the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim decides 
thus in a single case. 

The author of the voy knew our Responsum both from 
the Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim and from the Rab 
Amram Collection. Muller, in his MafteaA, p. 124 (/’)» 
completely misunderstood the expression vnuiBTQ Dioy jt 
rwon tid, with which the VBy, II, 34 c, introduces a 
quotation from our Responsum. The expression can be 
taken to mean only that the Responsum is found with 
Rab Amram and also in the Seder ha-Mishnah , which is 
the designation commonly used for the first part of the 
Seder Tannaim we-Amoraim . A MS. of the "viDy in 
the Sulzberger Collection of the Jewish Theological 
Seminary of America, formerly in the possession of 
Halberstam, reads thus: rawi Vim noiwu. The printed 
text goes back to rwDfi Tim inat&ns, which there can be 
no doubt is the correct reading. 

This . Responsum seems to form the introduction to the 
Responsa that follow dealing with rws, it being a question 
of Jvrv that affords the Gaon the opportunity to enunciate, 
and at the same time apply practically, his theory regarding 
the relation of the Tannaitic sources to the Amoraim. 

70, contains nothing of the Gaon’s theory as to the 
authoritativeness of the Tannaitic sources, but it illus¬ 
trates his practical use of it as applied to JW¥. Tb e 
practical decision again appears in nV, 159 \ where a 
number of regulations are given bearing on 1WS. 

3. The third Responsum is quoted in the moy, II, 30 c, 
and nV, 159. The author of the Eshkol , II, 97, also refer* 
to it as pfcob mnsTD. It probably reached him as an 
anonymous Responsum. The last sentence quoted in tiie 
Eshkol , 'im pnnnn which has no meaning, is an 

abstract of Responsum 17 in our fragment, which probably 

1 The superscription b 0 \ dV;© to refers only to the first part of that 
Responsum; from pi to to the end abstracts from several Responsa 
in our fragment are given. 
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followed the third Responsum in the MS. at the disposal 
of the author of the Eshkol. 

4. Abstracts of this Responsum are found in the -may, 
II, 30 b, and in the * Arulc , s. v. TU (4), in the latter source 
without any mention of Rab Am ram. 

5. The moy does not quote this Responsum explicitly, 
but perhaps it is referred to in the words ftoun 'n?rD, on 
p. 31 a. If the conjecture is correct, we are forced to 
assume that the author had a text differing from ours. 
B'n and n't?, 11 . cc., both have abstracts of the Responsum. 

6. The Gaon’s decision, that the rvro may not be attached 
by a Gentile, is found in the "NOy, 34 b, and in B*n, 1 . c. 

7-8. Neither of these two Responsa is referred to in 
the nntDy, and even D'n has an abstract of the first only. 
It seems that at the time these abstracts were made, 
custom 1 2 had already declared against attaching nnrc to 
shrouds. Therefore the epitomizer neglected the Gaon’s 
opposing view. 

9. The explanation of Menai-ot, 41 b, is highly interesting, 
as it is based on a reading essentially different from ours. 
The author of the *MDy, 33 c, who noticed the difference 
between our Talmudic text and the text before the Gaon, 
n'n, 1 . c., reproduces of the Responsum only so much as 
bears upon the practical question dealt with; the ex¬ 
planation of the Talmudic text is not referred to. 

10. The Gaon explains *6p by Persian and Arabic 

equivalents. There can be no doubt that should be 
read the Persian word for lilac. Comp. Dozy 

et Engelmann, Glossaire , p. 297; and LSw, Aramawche 
Pflanzennamen, p.348. The'Aru&’s explanation of R^P 
as ip*WR does not differ from that given by the Gaon. 

11. In discussing the length of TWX, the Gaon mentions 
the fact that in his time as many as one hundred myrtle 
branches were used on Sukkot . This statement seems to 


1 Comp. Tur, Toreh De&h, 351, and Nahmanides, Torat ha-Adam, 3a a et seq. 

2 : and 3 can hardly be distinguished in the MS. 
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contradict Besponsum 189 in B'n, ascribed to Rab Amr a m . 
The latter source gives sixty-eight as the number of myrtle 
branches commonly used. It is probable, however, that 
the Besponsum in B*n does not belong to Rab Amram, 
but rather to Babbi Natronai, to whom a very similar 
Besponsum is attributed in n*P, 312. Comp. 322-3. 

12. It is rather surprising that the "CD#, though it 
discusses the subject of our Besponsum in detail, has no 
reference whatsoever to it. D*n, l.c., and n 4 '®?, 159, both 
have abstracts of the Besponsum. 

13. The meaning of this Besponsum is doubtful He 

expression may be explained by utne 2221* referring 

to a Besponsum in which the Hebrew and Arabic equiva¬ 
lents of *pTVtD were actually given. But there is a more 
probable explanation, which applies also to the other 
passages in which the expression occurs in our fragment ’. 
It seems fairly certain that the Geonim were in the habit 
of keeping copies of the Besponsa they sent out. When 
the replies to questions were simple, or in their opinion 
not worth recording, it may be assumed that they merely 
noted the fact that an answer had been dispatched, without 
taking the trouble to keep an exact copy of the wording, 
or even an indication of the character and trend. This 
assumption would explain the last sentence in Besponsum 
38, where a passage from the Talmud is quoted without 
the explanation. Obviously, the Gaon meant merely to 
record the fact that the passage had been expounded for 
the benefit of his correspondent, without considering it 
necessary to set down the explanation, which he may 
have regarded as self-evident. 

14. This Besponsum is quoted not only in the may, 33 h 
and in fi 4 n, l.c., but also in n'p, end of 159, and Eshkol , 
II, 102. The fragment enables us to correct a mistake 


1 Comp. p. 320, line 19, and p.321, line 9. The explanation in the text 
will not do for p. 321, as we have a number of explanations which 
of a very simple nature in the Kesponsa preceding and following it 
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which crept into this Responsum. The last two words 
read nan' instead of which, by an error of some scribe, 
n'P has the reading man 'Bfcfl. This corrupt reading 
antedated the Eshkol, which found it necessary to explain 
it by a whole sentence, so interwoven with the text of 
the Responsum that it cannot be distinguished as a foreign 
addition, and yet so foreign to the original meaning of 
the Gaon that it actually contradicts his conception of the 
subject treated. 

15. The fifteenth Responsum is found in the -floy, 39 b, 
end, and B'n, 1. c. 

16. Also this Responsum is found in the nttDy, 31 b, and 
o'n, l.c., and besides, as noticed above 1 , it occurs in the 
Eshkol joined to another Responsum. 

17. This Responsum is found only in B*n, l.c., not in 
the "noy. 

18. This Responsum contains Rab Amram’s famous 

decision concerning rpyva p*iD, quoted by many of the old 
authorities. Comp. Eshkol, II, 98 (where it is given anony¬ 
mously) ; Rabbi Zerahiah Gerondi, in his on Shabbot , 

25 b; and "may, 32a. It is found also in a'n, 1 . c. Rab Amram 
refers to his view upon this subject in his Seder , 5 a, 
and it is not to our Responsum, but to this passage in 
the Seder to which the three authorities just mentioned 
go back. The author of the Eshkol and Rabbi Zerahiah 
Gerondi give the Seder explicitly as their source. As 
for the "ttBy, 32 b, though the author refers to a Responsum 
of Rab Amram, the text shows that it is the Responsum as 
incorporated in the Seder . In accordance with this, Muller, 
Mafteah , 125 should have referred to the Seder instead 

of the -noy. By a # n (74) another Responsum dealing with 
the same question is ascribed to Rab Amram, but as the 
style militates against his authorship of it, we are inclined 
to accept Hai as the author, in agreement with the Eshkol , 
II, 96, corroborated by the manuscript reading of the "may. 


1 Comp. pp. 308-9. 
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32 a. The latter reads instead of 'W. For a com¬ 
plete understanding, it should be noted that the words 
'131 no K2K DIK'D fcOTm are quoted by Hai from an earlier 
Responsum by a Gaon of Sura, whose name was omitted, 
probably by a copyist's error. 

19. The "nay, 32 b, in quoting this Responsum, does not 
name Rab Amram as the author, but as it follows im¬ 
mediately upon the quotation from the Seder discussed 
in the previous section, we are justified in inferring that 
the name of the authority given is meant to apply to 
both Responsa. This is probably the reason the expression 

is used here as well as in connexion with the 
Responsum quoted from the Seder. 

20. The twentieth Responsum is found not only in D*n, 
1 . c., but also in Eshkol , II, 96. In the latter it is quoted 
anonymously, and Muller, Mafteah , 218 (t*DP), misled by 
the expression ascribes it to Rabbenu Hai, while it 
agrees verbatim with the Responsum in our fragment. 
Attention should be called to the fact that as quoted in 
n'n and Eshkol , the Responsum contains a definition of 
D'inn rmsn not found in our fragment. It is probably 
a later addition. It is true, however, that the view under¬ 
lying the definition, here ascribed to Rab Amram, was held 
by Sar Shalom; comp, a'n, 70. Rabbi Judah Albaigeloni, 
in his D'nyn 'd, 306, quotes an anonymous Responsum very 
similar to ours as given in D'n and in Eshkol. 

21. Though the present Responsum does not deal with 
xvra 'n, yet it stands in close relation with the previous 
one, both occupying themselves with the question of 
carrying on the Sabbath. As to the subject-matter, comp. 
Geonic Collection, ed. Coronel, 84. The Geonic origin of 
this Responsum, it should be said, is doubted by Muller, 
Mafteah , Introduction, 31 (n'a). 

The twenty-first Responsum concludes the collection on 
The rest of the fragment deals with miscellaneous 
subjects. The greater number of those that follow relate 
to Pesah , Hanukkah , and Purirn. 
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22. The twenty-second, the first of the new series, treats 
of a case of "inrn mo'K. An abstract of it is found in 
D'n, 44, so brief that it is open to misconstruction. The 
real meaning could only be conjectured, which Miiller did 
correctly, as we now see from our fragment. Rashi, 
Pardes, 32 a, probably made use of our Responsum. Comp, 
also, above, p. 92, and Mttller, non* naan nuu?n, 71. 
The author of the "noy seems not to have known the 
Responsum under consideration, as appears from what he 
says upon the subject it treats of, in his work, II, 7a; 
in fact, he appears to have known none of those that follow 
in our fragment. As, on the other hand, the "NBy quotes 
practically all the Responsa on ri'rv 'n, it would seem 
that our fragment is not a unit, but rather a compilation 
of Responsa by Rab Amram, given on various occasions 
and on various subjects. 

23. This Responsum is found in n'n, 86, and in better 
shape than in our fragment. 

24. The seven Responsa beginning with the twenty- 
fourth concern themselves with non 'n. The first of them 
appears in shortened form in 01 * 03 , 110, where, not "iDOtr, 
but "Dot? should be read, with MS. Parma and our fragment. 
Parts of our Responsum are quoted also by Ibn Oajat, 
t/te, IE, 83; and Hoy, II, 50 c. In Muller, Mafteah , 126, 
nos. 2*2 and 1*3 are parts of the same Responsum, as our 
fragment now enables us to discern. 

25. This Responsum is quoted by Ibn Gajat, 1 . c., 96. 

26. The Geonim Sherira, in n*P, 96, and e*n, 164, and 
Hai, in n*p, 269, seem to have made use of our Responsum, 
at least so far as the etymological explanation of vhl is 
concerned. As to the subject-matter, Rab Amram has 
a far more lenient view. He maintains that nvo prepared 
by ntD^n may not be used for nivo nvo, while Sherira 
and Hai prohibited it. 

29. The twenty-ninth Responsum is found in 01 * 03 , no, 
and is quoted by some of the older authorities. Comp. 
Muller, in his note 30. Dealing with the question of nvo 
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prepared by a Samaritan, and whether its use is permitted 
or prohibited, this Responsum, one of only two in the 
whole of the Geonic literature making reference to the 
relations between the Jews and the Samaritans, is of 
peculiar interest. Rab Amram’s view agrees with that 
of Rabbi Jehudai Gaon, in n*P, 272. Curiously enough, 
the only other decision regarding Samaritan relations is 
by the same Rabbi Jehudai Gaon. See Miiller, Mafteak , 
69 (rt). 

31-32. These Responsa, though they do not treat of 
non 7 n, yet have a degree of connexion with the previous 
ones, in that they, like them, are based on passages in 
the treatise Pemhim. 

The explanation of MTVD1D is the source for the Geonic 
tradition given in the c ArvJc , s. v. 

34. Miiller, Maftea/t, 124 («*'), quotes a similar decision 
by Rab Amram from the Q"n mm« of Rabbi Aaron of 
Lunel, 34 c ( 7 n), but the contents in the latter source show 
plainly that it is not considering the matter discussed in 
the Responsum in our fragment. He has reference to Rab* 
Amram’s opinion on the washing of the hands before 
reciting the grace after meals given in the edition of 
the Seder , 39 b, and in the MSS. of the Seder. Comp. 
Dr. A. Marx, Untermchungen zvm Seder des Gaon Bab 
Amram , p. 7. 

Attention should be called to two points of interest. 
In Berakot , 42 a, the Gaon reads uik 11, the reading of 
the Munich MS. also. This does away with the conjecture 
made by Isaac Halevy, in his Dorot ha-Rishonim, II, 183, 
who corrects TiK to read 'rw in four passages in 
the Jerusalem Talmud 1 , not knowing that the former 
name TiK occurs in Zacuto’s Yohasin, s.v., as well as in 
the Munich MS. of the Babylonian Talmud. As to the 
origin of the name, nothing can be said with certainty. 

1 Ratner, jrs rarm, Maaaerot, 122; a Genizah fragment of Yer. t Kid- 
dushin , I, 61 c, and the Vat. MS. of Md'as. read vw and not *nw; Vn*ac, 28, 
has hhk. 
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It may be connected with the Biblical names Vir, WR, 
and fo'TVR, and no less with which is spelled also HP*R, 
if it is derived from tr, Aramaic 'HR. It is true that the 
name appears in Aramaicized form as H?R, or in its 
lengthened form, f*PR l . The explanation of 'CPR as an 
abbreviation of "K?R is untenable. Comp. Rivista /sr., V, 11. 

The second point of interest in our Besponsum is con¬ 
nected with the expression rbvd*t pm. As the context 
shows, the Gaon meant by this the latest redactors of 
the Talmud, practically the same as Saboraim. In a 
Besponsum by Sherira, found in Harkavy, 138 (also Bl'DJ, 
143), R&VD is used in the same sense, though it must be 
admitted that the Besponsum as a whole is rather unclear 2 . 
From other passages it appears that the ROVDT '"t 3 were 
tutors, “ coaches,” agreeing with D*D, " to repeat,” as used 
in Baba Kama , 117, and Baba Batra, 22 a. In modern 
Yeshibot, the corresponding office is performed by the "lira "itn. 

35. An abstract of the thirty-fifth Besponsum occurs 
in D*n, 185, and in full it is given by Babbi Judah 
Albargeloni, in his D'nyn' d 4 * , 277. The Gaon’s explanation 
is very attractive; it completely establishes the connexion 
between the two statements of the Talmud in MegiUah , 
32 a. The Besponsum shows that the Gaon, like Bashi and 
the Tosafists, takes Dny as descriptive of min "IDD, and not, 
with Maimonides 6 , min 'D of Wmn, or rniRfi, as the case 

1 Comp. Harkavy, 365 and 417; Vocw, II, 37, td n, who is identical 
with vc' 'i in Harkavy; and the name *rw, for in * Erubin , 12 a, end. 

* The explanation given by Hazan, D'n 108 a, is certainly wrong. 

8 Comp. Halberstam in Kobak’s Jeschurun, V, 136-40 ; and the Genizah 
fragment published by Cowley in the J. Q.R., XVIII, 404. Halberstam 
is, however, mistaken in reading *&vd instead of wp, in Responsa, ed. 
Lyck, 56. The '017 'a are the Hop m 'a. As to the grammatical form, 
comp, above, p. 98, note 1. 

4 Comp. Rabbinovicz, Variae Led., MegiUah, end, where this Responsum 
was printed before the r*D was published. 

8 Comp, jwa ':a in the Wilna edition of the t, where attention is 
called to this view of Maimonides, and reference is made to Rabbi 
Manasseh Hier. It is very strange that Schwarz, Mishneh Thorah, 83, 

note 3, does not mention the remark by the author of jwa ':a. 
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may be. The view of the former is corroborated by Fer., 
Shabbat , XVI, 15 c, line 13 (from below), which assumes 
the prohibition not to touch the scroll unless it is covered. 

36. Here, as well as in D*n, 190, this Responsum is 
incomplete. In our fragment, the sentence explaining 
j'DYVD is missing, and in that explaining pjno. 

37. The Gaon’s explanation of nnDK differs from that of 
all other authorities. Comp. Rabbenu Hai, 204 1 ; 
< Aruk > s. v.; Rashi, ad loc.; and Tosafot , on Menahot , 32 b, 
catchword pTUD Nn. The only authority that quotes Rab 
Amram’s explanation is Rabbi Isaiah di Tram the Elder, 
in his jnaon. 

38. In explaining the passage in Shabbat , 23 b, the Gaon 
quotes a JD'D which does not occur in our text of the 
Talmud, and which I find myself able to interpret only 
partly: W 3 stands for np$>D nM TO 3 . 

39. This Responsum is nearly identical with Responsum 
24, on fol. 62 b of our fragment. It proves that the 
tradition with regard to nom is well authenticated, and 
finds corroboration in the Assyrian naramdu , meaning 
a certain kind of wood. 

40. The fortieth Responsum is ascribed to Sar Shalom 
Gaon in D*n, 132, while in n'c?, 233-4, the three Responsa 
last enumerated are found in somewhat modified form 
with Rabbenu Hai as the author. 

41. The lenient view of the Gaon with regard to beer 
manufactured by Gentiles is rather extraordinary, opposing, 
as it does, the view accepted by all the codifiers. 

43. The Gaon’s explanation of pom' 'D is very interesting, 
especially his rationalistic view regarding bvKDl xvm. 

44. The explanation of nw as meaning the “height of 
power” is well worthy of consideration, notwithstanding 


1 This Responsum by Rabbenu Hai is quoted by many of the earlier 
authorities, comp, -ito*, II, 46 c ; Vow, II, 40; and Mein on MegiUah, 16b. 
Auerbach, the editor of the Vow, tries in vain to explain his text, not 
knowing that the Responsum as given in n*c, 204, as well as in Melri. 
is self-explanatory. 
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the fact that Rashi as well as the 'Aruk define it 
differently. 

47. This Responsum is quoted by Ibn Gajat, I, 21, end. 

50. In explaining the passage Foma, 20 b, the Gaon 
quotes the first Mishnah of the fifth chapter of Shekalim 
in a reading different in many points from the printed 
text, and agreeing with the MSS. and with ed. Lowe. 
The student should note especially that the Gaon in his 
text did not have the identification of Pethahiah with 
Mordecai. It was put in between the lines by the copyist. 
Mishnah , ed. Lowe, agrees with the reading of the Gaon, 
and there can be no doubt that it is the correct reading. 
Also the name is to be noted instead of tcntt, and 
comp. Tosefta,, Yebamot , end, where the name p occurs. 

51. The last Responsum throws new light on the 
Responsum in p'a, no, found also in the Geonic Collection, 
ed. Lyck, 15. In the latter two, the reading 'TVi must 
be adopted, instead of nnn or Win, as the Geonic explana¬ 
tion is based on nn, mountain. 
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GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf i, recto.) 

*j?to xpi yam 'B»na mi> todi Tim 'anta peni> rrb npyn ny 
:vna pr 6 'vim ppanai pi>aix n’an irytan ’’ano an mans 
ima pin wan K3i Tim niBna noiy mn nvnxo 
int?a tovio ’Nil mi> pan p'a ’Kinx a’n pr 6 Kiri 'twi i>aix 

npj) t6l J1'3 Koim IK 3'm 'DK *1 IDpDD pan npllD pyD 5 
i>ya ten D'laii it nx *iyn db« ‘'ixnpn 'a idpdd Kin pan 
n fex mba Drip N'vim naini> jnasy ir naino man 
nno lam s Krni iau nna it 'oyo 'ko iri> non u'ki a'n 
rnxi : D'irKnn ninam ''nan 'man na 'nna na : ti n 
6 *na pro 'nan 4 in ’ianan na am 'nxa na ponin pan 10 

kb” te ninp 6 iVk poioa 'DKn 'a mao xoaix K'na :axiD hi 

KoaiK K'na mi> 'np 'rdi mao 7 imn kwbi 'jbd nninBi 
: K'lnpaBi px ’ pnn minp TnK m ii> b*i nirren nvp nw 
pa 10 i'bd : KpD'D mnK db* ii> b”i kir'TD 9 teens IV, 
D'ann 'Bna nciyi vdd n'aai> i’bd "'DKpn Kin D’-noyn 15 
:n'tenam n'noDxn nypai D' tex 15 x':nn in n'tenaai 
n D'ann niB»n 'n'va pam nrjr«^K 'n ’i’te ‘’'aia'n vi 

■pnn yvoxa Kte< "iaD^» D'an pten xte p'a nox pan 

iDtn D'ann niBina xi> D'tean D'y "iaoi? pn'B>Bi ppm xin 
D'tean D’y paimoi D'an ppmn pion p'a ii» 'ox minte'm 10 
’tv nnrte 'n 'oxn 14 noix noxpi iota D'ann mena iaSn 
'aia'n xa'te xa'n 'tea 'in ioxn D'ann nuna D’ann nisin 

I Shabbaty 3 a. 2 Shabbat, Mishnah, I, 1; Oemara, ibid., a a. 

3 Read mna. 4 Read jn. 6 «= \-ihe. 

• Bekorotj 45 b. 7 Read jrro or jno. 

8 Shabbaty Mishnahy XVII, 6 ; Qetnara, ibid., 125a; our texts have 
rprrpro, MS. M. N^npro, but in Yerushalmi H'lTpac. 

9 Shabbaty 5 a. 19 Ibid., 5 b. 

II Petahim, 13 b ; our texts read ncro D'scb. 18 Shabbat, 6 a. 

18 Shabbat, 6 a; our texts read npr p nr’m \ but the MSS. agree with 
the reading of this fragment; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

14 Read tio'n ; comp., however, Anan’s o*re, 119, where now « to#:. 
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319 


(Leaf 1, verso.) 

nieni* "poDa i*niaa pyaipe* D'aaM im *naip k^k ' ’BiB’n jn noi 
o’^di ip’r m$*b* O’aan nie*ai> proi pm’xidb* D’aaa 
main* udd paaroi u pBcinc i>nian m mu ’«i omen 
— 'BiB’n Ma’in M3’n ary’i*M 'a 'otn *aoiM 'p’aDMpa m 
a nona Min ehm ; 5a pirto’ pas? ’BiB’n m3’mv ton 5 

■Ttsi’Bi 4 ... a : iota D’am rnenaa 'ib« ’» iTxa vn 
e«e* nino anno nino : D’aa pixoe* Dipo levy pie* vm 
’woe* ‘Tc&na w mai*n *ibd pya nipiDB roai>n na 
‘nmoyn pa jD’mD nino tnp’a la'fii? dvm i*a i*xt< ix 
id’^b*d ma'pi mtry laina pmb* n’3 riaaoMe* vdd war x 
'na D’nBD '* ay n^m ai*yDi> aa’K o’aaa nien ienaa p 'b u 
jrpai* ay niny awn men 'DMpn awn 'en a^yoia D’nBD 
mnl> nniBi 'b iD’iw ina’pi 'aao '’ i*i>n ia pmb* n’a an 
i*i*n D'nBD '’ ia pmb* pots* tai*Di> aiDK laina D'aaa 
{> maa iaina W>dS> aiOMi a’n’a men ne*ya p« niwi* i 5 
aiaaa p*aa 7 ^iaa tai>D^ amo laa i>y s D’aaa mena n^ 

"3K 'dm oai> enfii* 'e*en :a’ma 'en rri* aia D’nBD xi 
naia pat "ax 'dm 'dmp p’n ®D*aan nieni* naia par 
nanai ni*yoi> D’nBD '’ aaiaa dm D’api*e> trai Mni>n vn 
r a’n’D ’aa 'oyo ’md aiDB D’aaa nieni* apan 'dbd '1 10 
’D'^a pB’n pair *i*n3 ’an D’aaa nieni* Tmn 'eno pair 
nanai D’nBD '* Maiaaa p*a ir naia i>3M jaa toma im naip 

1 Shdbbat , 6 a. 2 = rrmp nVw. 8 Comp. n. 14, on previous page. 

4 Read roic. 5 ReadTrcAra. 6 Shabbat, 7a. 

7 « iVoa. • Shabbatf 8a. 9 Superlinear vocalisation. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

y'enn an 5itn nnevn 1 Sit pn nmin ttmpy o'!>a nmae* xii 
mnon tt'n 'not? n*a D'i>a nn'ae» tun jtto 'Dtt an'ott 
p .npiBK^ 'kdb> ma nona^ i'nort<n 'tt.ni n'aemi> 

Sttne'' pita pinnae' 'aop 'anao ni'ODy : ttnaSn im 
tti> Dnaan uw maa j.na pimn am jnntt pinsooi 5 
unntta !>att potanim n'DDy nnnp ne>tt ttfon 
any yavi> mio i»tne« pin ;np'y i>a pnvta ptt xiv 
n'a 5 iann i>Sn n'aa naiw nnio na'em oy nat? 
oaiai> n'i >3 ttin payi> mmy o'ania ptt 'out 'ttoc? 
i>i>.n n'ai ’oi' myao lenne* na tt!>’tt 'naia 10 
.natt n’a v.n pama 'inaa p 'ov pn 'tattn p'ai p'no 
Dmp D'D' 'a *naia D'aiai> *]tbv 'i>a pama i*.ner 
'taas? mai 'ttot? n'aa 'inaa p 'OB' 'n .mi> mn nae>i> 
niSsno ‘nn 'attna j.naena na'tt i>i>.n n'a rnpoa xv 
nipDo nia'BDa tnitt paintae* niantt niinna 15 
pmp 'it n'ontt pe6a ma'am nmnD^ Diptai> 
iew itattn nxpioa in nn 'anan jra 'tattpi irntt 
'Smn 7 nii>mn sttpo’yn ntanai ‘tt'rnnn 'nina xvi 
inattina mai ttomna pai D.ni> iaen'B s iai pe> 
paipoomm ennsi po'n paa maimt i>e> ejay ttrttr xvn 
neny pa pnD jir*tt pa jna ttwa i>ai pponfini n 
•ppmoi ttDataoi ttpnenai -jina rttnna pen 'na xviii 


Shabbat, 18a. 1 Shabbat , Mishnah , I, 8, 9 ; Gemara , ibid., I7b-i8a. 
Our texts and MSS. read b'n n*a froxi. 

Editions: p*> 'to ; MSS.: yrtro p*> 'to ; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
Shabbat , 19 b ; comp, introductory note. 6 Read 

Shabbat , aoa and aob. 8 -Q3i (?) ; comp, introductory note. 

Shabbat, aob ; our texts and MSS. read tnpro. 
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(Leaf a, verso.)’ 

enco *Ds 'xjwx :p xre'iB sw jba i&n jx»n'en xix 
nanyb 'i’e> xnanxi *xnanx renew toxin# »yxa fxo 
novDV renx nan# novox ’ p'nox xpn '3 xw Jybbv 
xnanxi rreo'D onssn ore nasi Jrbb rona xpre 'xo 
Say nbv nby ja^> rbv rep 4 prnox xpn ’3 xjwx xw s 
t '3'oi 6 i>onn ioe> 'any pe^a xnae> :5>joi> non mei xx 
nnva xm Dm xm pjo'D po ijnn ^axa pxi xw D'ynt 
xnoaxi nnrn 'noax : re'x n zr<v nab inx pnien xxi 
x’m xnxiaom nrnm ’xrei» pnb penne 'anxn 
xnere :Xbi 'any pe6a mien Dren *jd bw xpm' xxii 
on 'area e* nnx *py 'oix 'xoe» ia ppi^n naa *xrpn u 
'j'ynaint' pt? nox nnim ann mna pnx' am 7 ioe> mpi 
'ox e»pb t t~\ ’xJDunon xnx'e*p xnm "dom nox 
nsxn xa'W>xin : pp'ino noaa encoi rer*n p'pp xxm 
nenyi xw pno }i>'xi uoipoa vr nnx jinx xa'W>x 15 
rent ia w 'o ba 1 xw pjoD poi jot? jno penyi pa'yna 
pmp uoen w yiima 'any pe^a ioen odd nnie> nann 
'nonn pen M p omy e* "xnonn : 11 ynnia pn inx xxiv 
J.-6 pxi p^xo pinyi jna pp'Doi po Drey px'aoi 
orey n'anj& jnax^oo doid pD'nyi pna'xeoi oren ao 
ntn ix nye» mjrt? paxtaa rnea pme-e' p's pat? 

'nonn pixo ifi'na by nnx n^an x'ao nnx b nyv 

1 Shabbat , ao b; our texts and MSS. read Munii or mnnw. 

* Comp, introductory note. 8 Shabbat , 36 a. 4 Sukkah, 34 a. 

6 Str- 6 Shabbat , ai a. 

7 Our texts read ' 3 *oa xs* i rot rpy »b nom ho* »rrro tab irnT.bmD bmow toh 
yaxD p'p D'n, but the MSS. and the old authorities agree with the reading 
of our fragment, except that they read pyt instead of mpi; wav of our 
fragment stands for bmos:. 

8 Our texts and MSS. read mpT nmco. • Ton. 

“ £?>• 11 " “i»- 

Y 
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GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 3, recto.) 

vn *neo :"KiDnnn kpdd na ‘'DKpi na onrinvib xxv 
n'tanKai my 4 aov man s ponon i>ao ni> rfoyep tpr 

:‘naaa nruoa K'aaa n'eoen wd 'pen :kd ip xxvi 

pn'DDD vn naaa nnaoa pip wu» 'n?Kn romna 
bv pn'Dio vn Kin nwat? roonaa jinai toaa njra^a 5 
ip^oe* p'ai n'taen^ Knot? D''D*» ntai ppioc < 
pni> ja^nei 7 n» wt? 'koi *nx wd 'iwi iimp^D xxvn 
•’nsa d'kbo ominaai nnopn did'di I'P'Vre noana 
tapinoi inna Snn “moai row p ton naop n'n'a 'j^k «i>n xxvni 
N'DDD'Ka 'ivdb> iayoBn total nann D’aia 13 ew ton 10 
: 11 ajar K'anyai Kpcw 'on« pe^ai d'idb> 13 pooinr 
'tb pp'ino noaa 'DKpn lenai* nt?D’K ”ik tmn xxix 
“ mi>DD 'dk? : 14 !>i»en pa pn : a rani nvob b panra nyp xxx 
D^sj^.twn p'a royavK 'a by royavK 'a k$>k min |w 
pn awK 'a by 'a K'vn Kpni hkdd niapo Dinya 15 
naa ni>'nna aniK rovop nw mr bbo p 
P'a naa bv spy tom niyaxK 'a 'a nuw naa spoai 
inK nan rn«i> tjnoim pk any ia p«i in mai> 'raw 
: w nnp 'i>'op pe^ea :“amn 'any pts6ai ^ spy XTTT 
D'D8»ai»Bn ayni>en rn'ayte jn paipnnn 'a p'ntaKp ao 
: ib'K n'nan 'ao kSk ppnnn n»n k 5 h fr Kroaon 
iV'bki i^k onan 'a ma map mn Kin it'w mn k^> tatni 


1 Shabbat, 21 b; our texts and MSS. read 'NTitnn. Comp, note 2, p. 343. 
9 Shabbat, 23 a; our texts read rpp, but comp. Rabbin ovicz, ad loc. 

• Read pEnsrr. 4 'nn 8 ShdbbcU, 24 a. e Ibid., 06 a. 

7 Read rpop ino\ 8 Comp. Onkelos on Gen. xliii. 10. 

8 Shabbat, 28 a. 10 Read rvraiai. 11 

18 Read »h. 18 Shabbat, 28 b. 14 Ibid., 29 a. 

11 Comp, note 2, p. 330, below. J8 v**' 17 Shabbat, 33 a. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

ew nn vapi n« tvwdv i>'3n to m$*n n*a en pan 
no '3BD p'vpoi :vapj nx nnem rrw ppnnna 
3 'otn 1 irpKm vap 3 nn nnemi pa nwya nwy to 

pntor nro M^ia'ia jviwbs ptopn nnp *tosp pc^oa 
nan 'otn pan Man noun £ '301 : won inM ptowo pmb> 5 
nan nwv nan nynv nan ynt naae> nan prw nan on 
?imix 5> .Ti> >np mpi *nan ppn' pan n^an ns nan ppnnn xxxn 
pDonn *nonn pooim nnp 'tospto wnnm inn nnp 
MD'omna i^dm 'cun 'a 4, ann p onfci pynni 'e* pnMa 
:‘iTnyD mi'pa win ptoiMi o w 6a dwpb 'n wm pptow 10 
7 naNn niemew pa pj'yi* jd<d ‘wu *p30*Di 'nd xxxm 
nn»m pa yun dm yr5> nnmi> nMn Mpn "at6 mm 
anyo inn ponMon mb emo mm '3B nnao w ^dm 
tow rmr nnro mna nmns M'nt? Mma :Mnia •porni 
nnswn pa y'joe' p»a nnmi> anyco pai anyo mni> 15 
:n'aa pto nma nnm '3B ponMD anyoa nonn nppp jwdi 
pnaia pm ’'DMpn 'ai po'nn nM ia pnaiae> 'to nt nnaa xxxiv 
D'nimi> tone* “nnitpy *}j*idmi mtid itxn maaa jann nx 
,f nn*a niMni> nunn n»n 'n 'oxpi pn na px? it “ntona 
D'-ioto nn'a none noS 'ai tonan nby Dnsoto to 
“time naa :nMan mi* non in toys? p’ae> nnaai> xxxv 
: pwoiton to anrn Mpi 'dmp niDM ii> nan pooim p3>yi> 

I -TTTH Hm. 

* Bekorot, 44b; our texts read V*n non wnop n # n nf-i na nan non. 

9 Shabbat, 34 a; our texts and MSS. have nonn 'Damn. 4 «*nann. 

0 Be?ah, 25 b; as to the reading, comp. Rabbinovicz, Berakot, 38 b. 

6 Shabbat, 35 a. 7 Our texts and MSS. have Han. 

8 Shabbat, Mithnah, XX, 3; Oemara, ibid., 140 a. 

• Pesahim, 119a. 10 Read mw or mH»r. 

II Our texts have rmsoa. 18 —mna. 18 Shabbat, 38a. 


Y % 
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OKNIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 4, recto.) 

'na naa vbm p«» i» 'dk prm 'm l 'o*» npi nnooa p*nn xxxvi 
-iidk irr *nra pa nmt ito ntaa pa moo ion ppo» 

’min non *|W am nan 'oW> nweo *kd nopoi ntafoi* 
mom Kn^on 'opoi " 3 k 1 ?dk :Dipo n!> pnip onto Son 
D*ann "m mpo nb paip cantn mena na!> i>efaa^ 5 
nmo D'ann im 'i two ^kidp 'om mpo n$> paap omn 
nan 'dpo 4 nann 'ok n^k pnnnoi npns$> nmoi nnioa^ 

'V>a tre^jn mpo nf> paip mtn dwd t 6 )bobob mwn 

naaa ponpa : p'p'Dji nvi>r6t? nnooa D'ann xxxvu 
nnno ^otaV »an nn'n n j'msnn'B pan D*ap{> D*ap 10 
D'DDa nw ponp rmnoa na nw «pn nnwea 
>:w na *an 'a ponpa «at« nrpo npi : mu pa noS? «in? 
ponp on wn 'o'n »aa :vonp tawo nnno 'ine^o tnenai> 
naai D'Op^ D w :p naa ttonm pan pnoK nai : D*op^ 
pa'p 5 > :«i> D'nnwb D"ap naa $>aa on'en^ nn'en? 15 
'vyb nn 'neo 'a by dtibd 'a aa tw naa janDKp nmao 

'a by nipavK 'a kVw na p«B> * ni^tao so'n'trp naa *npnai xxxym 
pnoup : 7 dop *naa npnai D"api> n^'k maun pn nipaxK 
naa ton : rwoe '^apo on'enta? pi D«ap naa bin 
: p^ta^DD *6 Dn't?p 'aa!> ta"ip^> nrn aa by ep ponp 'an ao 
inwA 'a p nnw 'n noobw paina noon noaina xxxix 
D’pna 'nen nannia 8 nama .... a neon artinV 'ni noon 

1 Shdbbut, 45b. * «rmn. 8 Read rto. 

4 Our texts haye MS. Oxford agrees, however, with the reading of 
our fragment. 

5 Shabbaf , 47 a. 4 Comp, note 2, p. 330, below. 7 -ow. 

8 rmoa pnoHD? comp. Srtkah, iob-u a. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

P'3 D'TXp D'Jttn Mint tnw 'D by HW ‘OTW '31 iTWP 
'b'v D3ip .. d'it 6 :nu3i>D jnw mip p'wxi 
’BO p3jn 4 ’PTDTI lUBUnOT ’31*D |133 DD13D H3V *TDV XU 
nn tnun :n3B>3 ‘nntn n’3 p’no j'omoa nnsi* xui 
nno men 161 mnB i!>b> nox mi iD33i> crab enn 5 
niwo oin loao "muira mo t6n B*”m 'jtanj mi> 

*inio p&n3 nifin u'k Din mint? p’3i i^bh i'^jj ynai 
iKivn n'3 prime k$> bn nvn ma -vnni> nasa iboi> 

*idv 'nbv nxiK ii> v*v man ^10 : * pncn maea xuii 
pit pa po dk pa poon{> psaio pNt? ji'a mino^ wn 10 
inn po u pTpiB3 kVti wiKim “nvm :jniK p^o^dd hit, xlv 
k.td d'bo jnavon 15 Oman wo neats’ o^o 

pm :nB*x3i pp*iiB3 ptwv twrn Kin pnoi pino 
nrpn' t6e> pnoi naiB»oi *p Toy k^k roo by pnoo 
mbd3^ nb p^pm "to'pn “«Sid ppnrn :naon by xlvi 
n<b mm ppnma rpa bx pn non i3’B^> mo p pu 13 16 
pDonttoDis : ,4 rn3’pn winw wi3'3^ ibd :pwc rrjo xlvh, xlvui 
D'P 3T WniD’K WlDIp'i’D WlB'Dp “popBlfo PD XLIX 

,7 mniK MTD3i iro vbi rrua rb py”n tu'D pnapn 
K^ip3i ttnaa prion }«D3 'own nvn natei iran'K p ao 
n-ip*j)oi) tdki maino '3 rb inn kSki nen mn 

'3 l * O'lBK P jn “PD3TD1 nBDID !K3’D Win p n3BD L 

I aorw otto 'ai onsp? 

* Heading doubtful; it is probably to be read DiXipoto ovnb; comp. 
Rabbinovicz, ad loc., and 'Aruk, s.v. rrt. 

* Shabbat, 48 a. 4 =~*vy Tom h:dij ton ; comp, introductory note. 

8 pto=Arab. ^ 3 ^- • =tmsn. 

7 Comp. p. 301, above. 8 *rrtKtf 'a. 9 Shabbat, 50a. 

10 Our texts have mnn. 

II This is the correct form ; comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

19 onDt ono ? ; comp. Shabbat , 56 b. 13 Read H^po, 11 polish/* 

14 -Arab.^JJ^ Heb. rD^V. 18 Read pen hdcto. 

18 potpa, y\vv 6 fifli(a ? Comp, introductory note. 17 Read rm 'H. 

18 Shabbat, Mishnah, VI, 1; Qtmara, ibid., 57 a. 

19 *Aruk in MS. Oxf. wb», our texts and MS. M. '?* tidm; comp. 
Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
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GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 5, recta) 

in'K ‘irroeV pinn 'iita p’a vhk »nn 'm 
naai ikto 'I'm nun apjp *iw ’nwn *ipa D'aan iwim 
s 4 vi>K 'jr \vh b ']h pao nxi' 7tr naB'K ipy mr 'ay 'vm 
nnno fpn*6i mr 'ayi> mcma nxi> jnn? t* jnv b*k wy 
kddt jva imnw *'« '3ai> tx naa ia 'yo noaa row rosa 5 
layer n^ nos pan nw sa'K 'wh vfrwo ron ni>y ktj« 
I'wri ii>m b rrab in yen dk nei> p dk :ttd 33 
via 'ja i>a tram to 'xei> *n*i> apjp rpw p'a in'ai w 
: 7 no'ta niDioen 'xna jnr onxe nua by jnjn un» Niro 
:’Kin nan oinyn pr irrean nei> D'eyB 'a mn nin nni>in .-6 k 10 
6 Kai D’xy iron w na 66p roen two ftwiK 
snen Kna'no t?ta row na cnoy j'pa 
i>yi i3'i>y naaai ip' 10 nor warn n>na tnd '3a-ii> Krone 

V Vi Vi jV rrrp □tdoti jo msorrn n diV© 
pi P n'3 3K nox "3TID pi 13DO Dliro NB> :i6a H3V if 
loiiroa D’iwr lainar oSa na'B* '331 naro 4 roan pi d'b6n 
D' anoi D'lpDi OB' p-nn 13'rtK -wn 'eiroi 'can Diiroai 
i3dd rbvtm niW i3'asi> lyerroai : oaeiiro yieri> 
oipen '3ai> nasn ntnm 133031 “'am nna lanoen lasro 19 
n!w niW pa'yin ,'iai l, II ni3iy 10 -ur ro by *jkp 
K n : DWl p 14 131KmBTO3 1? IBH'BI OTt I 

P3'yi> urn's ia pi>i>a3 pk K&a p^aa ororoa “pai -nem 

18 nnmta 

'arroy 'o nroo dtk arono 17 pm oroan nos mroo anano 

I Read vnvh or ww^. * Sifre , Deut., 355. 

8 Superlinear vocalization. 4 Comp. Genesis Eabba, LXIIT, 6. 

8 Comp, ibid., LXI1I, 10 and XXXYII, 3. 6 ? 

7 Pesikta Zuttarti on Exod. i. 1. 

8 Comp. Genesis Rabba, XXXVIII, ia. 

* Baba Kama , IX; Toma , VII, 1. 

18 He is mentioned as a correspondent of Rab Amram in Rabbi Melr of 
Rothenburg's Response, no. 40, ed. Prague. 

II Read n to. m -nnn. 18 Comp. Harkavy, 117, line a. 

14 ai3mnc noD. *• Menahot, 103b. 18 ? 

17 Menahot, Mishnah , XII, 4 ; Qetnara, ibid., 103 b. 
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(Leaf s, verso.) 

n&ai> "pnxi pea rWna fa 3 inae* *d by «iki 

no' hd’ 'ioa rtKon '0 ny k^k n'b '33 Kanin rmo 5 > Tn* Pki 

p *d by hk nriK jnt^yi 'n *i> 33 'd Kan 'kd -idxi anana dki mK 

° K*ani> in* 'kd inK *ioa Kan 6 *iy no new : nnK *ioa 
KDin nrunn pin pea rkbvb ‘nron iae* D*i>a uea 
nmyn ts* s | 3 m D* 3 on Dnin oni>n *nen now nrum 5 
'2b kS pe> i<b pv k^i n 3 iai> roni* k$>i pe* naiain pe* 
nruni nnSn *ne* ptr pyn psi rua 5 > pyn wen nni> hdidi 
pi>i >33 'e*y 'd ny 'Dan nyen naiai> kVi pe* »b *'mn 'rum niwp 
min* 'no kH^ k^kb» W ‘'nan nnKi no' pi&aa p« 'kd 
* inK H i>33 'd Kane* 'e*y 'kd 'by nn idik^ pan ‘'Kyiv 'n ia 10 
*Kyi>K 'n T 3 min* 'n nna 'p K/i '3 tei>i 'd rnK nnin :*utk 'ioa nriKi 
3 k* 3 d na*x nan per nnKi mpn iaa D’nannn e*Kn 
Tn*i> in "'ry 'kd naea ni*r 6 bnv :nbv peton 310 rna 
3 in di *3 Kants* H 3 ai> pjni inK naan p mrus'e* 
'yVa'a'a «V> rby Dnanpm 13 ':v 'kd naea nvni> i>ne> an^tt* 'vK~bv 15 
'3 i>*K i>ai nwwy 'j ipa b 'iia nnruni •D'D*nn 7 Vk'b* 'aa V 'ki 
'jd ni>o 'ts*y 'en 'nb 'a'a'n'D'y ne^en 'vd 'k '~ie*y eaa iai 'ne*y 
'ne*y 'ni> d**ic 'a*i> ikvd 3 man eaab 8 'e*y 'yi nnKn *<i> 'a 'ia 
'DomSts* 'utry 'ai 't 3 p nn hoy 't D'eoa 'vi>i 'e*y 'n d*^k '3^1 
D* 3 nts*y '31 'D 3 *m 'try 'en '*nn 'e* 'a 'a 'e* nae*n mai 'ae* natr 20 
ii> idk 'kd )ann nanyn pai>en me* bv pn*nn 'ae^e* 
nay |nWa ii>*K D'tsaa ii>*Ki d* 5 >*ki D*nc ii>'K Ki»m 'nts* 'n 

1 Read r6VoS -pa. * Menahot , Mishnah, V, 3; Gtmara, ibid., 59 a. 

* Our texts and MSS. have the reverse order mwp nrroi k cm nroov 
4 Mmahot , 103 b. 

* Editions: -a nmrr Vo rtoch rrWro ; MS. M.: rrrcS n*rK® ‘nwr? 

n'a rmrr -i # o. 

8 «D^ , ncy, neither in the editions nor in the MSS. 

7 -D'o’on nr* rrynw rev? '22 crvnD d % :v? d'?hi iw ma^v? ipa *32 one; the 
Masoretio text has o*ta and not o>S)n. 

8 p©2 rfty'n nnao rto c'2im w imn -id 1 ? pv?2 nWn rmso rto u*rw 9 rro^vn 
jtto? pv?yi -irwn 'r*h. 
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(Leaf 6, recto.) 

mo pW>aj rx Q'anyn pa *iWo nnwa i^'k nan }n^5>a i!”ki 
nW>a nruo i>ai 'dw in nn £> tdk nnK now \b ‘non nr by 
ptra ^3'^ ninan? nruo roan min man ’nanni 'ea 
‘mra 5>ai pn ib nex p&ar px 'no p^aj 'd peo \b non 
o nxo 'oa ‘ ira xwa utid pai pr^y *powi> pm p 'can 5 
xaaa nvaa ibmzb ina' px aamp non'a ^aia in mpa 
x nxao xaaa px mew TDn mtaa pSoiX nxaa 
xaaa px nnx naa n'Dn 'j by 'j dtid xaaa 'j by 'i 'aix 

rp^y *jiod^ xwa xnBDin 'bvmri : ana u 

mini wiDDinr 'jbb xw 'moa xS ‘ton awp nan xi> 10 
nai>n jnsr jno e» xn'xna ma^na 8 pe> 'ib'di mma 
n’i>y ppii>n pxe> xmxna i>a nvrto na^n pxe» jna em 
anx noiy n'n "paa nniaa na^n max pan maSna 
5 >aai trpai pna mvy naana nt nn 10 ony any mea 
iai> nx noa'tf ay ^djv xi> 5 >ax yet? nnp snip nan 15 
vb'x my xh maima n<by ppiim ptttr ton naSn mma n 
iwtst? 'ax 'D'att na NB'^nn an 'ax 11 mabnn p pm rib vrv 
yae» nnp tempi nb'ab pn itrttn xwa may nbaa pm 
n p’anicn aiera cnao '•> nmaa pxe» nb'aa rua’pixi 
'np 'np'i nb'ab pn ie*n xvv xb any nb'aa pm ttnavn 20 
town 'naa '»ttmaan nb'aa itwn 'sv xb town xn 'pnaci yae> 
naiyb now it nabn naia axnpn r» xpm nan x'an nb 

1 Editions and MS8. jn^to iho mnv jnWn ife*. 

3 This is the correct reading, and not noN, as the editions have it; 
comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

8 Editions, mow m, but MS. M. agrees with the reading of our 
fragment. 4 Editions and MSS. read mo to ib ton. 

8 From jw till in not in the editions or MSS., and these words are 

probably by the Gaon. 6 Comp, introductory note. 

7 0*90 in the British Museum MS. of the m'n td is either a misreading 
or a misunderstanding. 

• Bead pw; Filipowski, low, probably a misprint. 

9 Tosi/ia, Berakot , II, 15. The quotation is not a literal one. 

10 Dittography. 11 Sukkah , 10 b. 
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'Km onm yov n’ip K*ip*i p^na itwnK^t? uny n’aa 
j«D 3 D'ncD '’D nninB 1 * * n^'attn ik kbu ’ddd k$> 
mra pat? $>ai . tnp'oi* n’i> ’~k?i ’Dtn na *oaDi •pnan 
ina two ^aai t?pi pna riDan’ onja “to’K K$n pan 
•no^na nby pr^cn wi’Kia i>ai ; n^cno *i>D 3 ’ iw wnp^i 5 
niDipo noaa 'xvoi '’Knao Kpm 4 'nom nnia wia^n n'b 
jrioN pjon km ntn’n’ 'ano pnoK pjor nnwa 'ai^n n’in 

’ 3 ITI ‘KM K 3 ’pJ 7 '1 ’ 3 D ':r>D J 3 ’* 1 DK P 3 DT SK’H ’KDP n ’3 ’ 3 D ' 3 DD 

t? toik iDvyi> n’V’X nenyn 8 pa :'a!>’n p p 3 piBKi> pnSa 
’ntn *kd by k$>k 13’nnt? p-iox k$h ton 'a^n «6n u’nnt? 10 
t?K*ia pr * 3 Dii> ino '*idk tom a*va pn ’a nai 'oth pri» p»D 

1 i>333 '131 'D$>’T IK '*1DK 1DK Kp pti> pTOl p’3 '1B3H DM 7131? 

i>y i^dk K 3 K i®K min’ an ’Dpi> ktik nsiDa 'dkp *D 3 ’ai 
i»K ’ntn Kne6 wit? p *D 3 Kipn pt wdk ’d 3 wnn k*i |5 
n’x’rn so’nnt? 'otn kw pri> pro ’two f»a by tmbtt 15 
tn’V’v by 13’nnt? p’aiao kS> la^’n pr ni> pap k{> 

*TB’D3 IK K*1B’D3 IK KDBD1T13 pp^nt? DIpD bl 

n'rfia ' 3 no 'dmdt jttoa na^n pnso ina 'sno 'omdi 
n’i> wi’Kiaa 'Djidi na ’ 3 ’^b pnonoan Kn^o i»ai 
KBnaK W 3 K 'i ^rw TonD’o 8 'otn wi’wia 'mfia 'abm 20 

wip’DB wi^na Ka’i> ia^n : p^hna .- 6 iai 'ot? Dm 3 '*n 
ntmyn 'dkpi aSS naio Ka’K 'dm ’ai "b’di 'b’di 'bdwu 

1 -nton. * -nitVi. 

3 Read Voirr; Azulai: matoo tearv, which is a better reading, as 

we deal here with ro© nwnp»Dnaw mate Vw rftap, and not with nbon. 

4 «pn* 3 nta «m. 5 * 7 MogiUah , 2a; Bekorot, 30a. 

6 Tostfta, Berdkot, VII, 10. MS. £. and editions read war to, but 

MS. W. agrees with our fragment. 

7 ‘Erubin, 40 b, chapter fyxffo taa. 8 Yebamot, 42 b. 

• -nc’Di mc'D HncDwa. Comp. Rabbenu Tam’s Piyut oanc a*2T, where 
the same division of Tannaitic sources is given, including the Mekilta in 
PCD. 
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1 «'nw ncK iDxpi> ab> rnnyrn ui u'rw nott id*s& naia 
abi naiD * 0 Kn k$> a^iS naiai> iTOT^> ton mvon ji*a *dj norm 
nDanoe' for b * nib 'dkpi : pr ni> soap tti> nor* pr pni> soap 
min* an *'DKpn nab *jai ava b*djjb noa i5>*bki mb tod na 
«]os?nni) kobx b Tiaci n*n*a owtn kdioob^ tuibn *on 5 
*iaap ttob inrstb n*mx *Dtn Kpno p**t?pDi norm 
*kdk 4 *ani :no*n b*bdi Kin kd*u pm Kb my nom 
f.n*b Tins jrwop pr b pbn Konn ‘*a*o Tiao 
bn *D 3 *an j*k ppobdi i'na ’3 Knyt? b 4 *am :*an *nan 
rmn* am :*ainai> a*no roo’b bp*k *D3Pn no*K 10 
x b^oko nnm* an dki? kodv b k^k tod Kb "Kn 
bK Koi*n mb ma*D mo*b m^ *ikb> kS ton kso» 
*amai> tox n*!> *dbd nnm n*D*b ep*K 'okbh noorb 
1 'p nma* nman mo benm : n*mxa «psmni> m 
P^’dd vn ia 'bo n*a nbn mneo "a* b *1*01* ^ Town 15 
nbnb nrw mbil naa^ n'v’itb nnK mb ba B*b iniK5> 
nw an 'dk nmn* na win an 'dk 'DKpn *a now noai 
nnoso nan tdb> nbn an noK naK na n*on* an 'dk 
nw noai nn'tso nnK mb Kb na *jna k^> ibto 
nob *jm ebo naem t - o , b' *na 'dik *an K*an mb ao 
k!> *i*Dioni 7 nob »3 bp nina* k 5> nmBn tuttn 'oxpn 
Snno 5>*nno into pmD nmKai 'ai 7 nob 'a* b *|W 

1 Tosq/la, Berakot , VII, 9, 10 ; Talmud, Sukkah, 46 a. 

* n»biD ? but the spelling with i is consistent in our fragment. 

8 Menahot , 43 a. 4 *= *om. 

5 Menahot, ibid. 8 Ibid., 39a. 

7 Not in our texts, nor in the MSS., and was perhaps added by the 
Gaon. 
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jinnnn ntrp -pk^ inia nvt iai pf>a d”dd d«dd viboi pio 
n^jn .T^ini rfante .T^jn p^e> nra< rrhn 
ri'bjn nbinbv n^jn p^t? n'inn rr6jn rfonte n'^n 
dki jne>o nir®' vb kw rm p'^sm nep *iB>ipi p^B* 
n p DKt^y : nrn nDa spew a< ly «peir6 nx*i iv 
onnpn jo : * r6iDB pD'Dn pi 1 pnan pi po’an pi pxipn6 
pa NDt’nn pa pann pa pnoKfi pa px pai*w taipo 
pNi D'^aai *idx B*no pxip pfoia pnnn 

dp^ dk *idx3b> po’ai noitat? jn k^'k pxipa pni'a 
po’an p pai ni>iDB nw new pxip piK’D mu io 
H/iDD ioxy idx pa a*vy kS>i rvx’x tno mw nox "reap 
nniap pom inw noxte naa a-ixp a'HK pa 1 pman p 
po'a ; jvrx pippi* hdk laa inrpap nnK$> ’hpn p 
'Twbv nvjj'pe pD’D n'x’x pai> jnipj£ *hdk *iDxa vrv 
'dk $>kidpi nwa 'dn an Imdpi an ppii>n apfosn i 5 
'a^m aa by spi i>NiDtra na^m hdb6 hid * pan nhoa 
* jaa 'otn nnayo -lanD’on 'ora 'ain Kna mo’Ka ana 
nvx ’aa ja’pDDi ‘ naiDa 'db n 'oyoa ja"im :noe6 .tmd 
brib'd nr6 n’x’x oni> ib w rajm ta’ina p’na "K-ip 

pa po’a pa pxip pa iaSn noai> an 'oyD^ rrapapi 20 
P'mn5> i’-ix ^kb'br : n*x’xi> ^idb pd’d pa 1 p*na y 
nipaxN 'a un ima *ib>pd mbn :'a Tina ik inia ivp k5»d 

1 Readpw. * Menahoi, 42 b. 8 *p 72 i. 

4 -pro. 0 Sukkak, 9 a. 
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(Leaf 8, recto.) 

ppta nipaxttTina pn^ Tn*> pain 'n na^n 'ndd an 'em 
minaa peo nw!*!? pntt rrw na 'pantt nefopoi 
pnw in* pop '*i 'dk app' 'n 'on jopi> 'notti bixtt 'n 
Tnomto mgb an tibx'ni 'now ppn !° ho nt?p tth 
*bd pnmi> tth 'j iin toott mn kbg anno ’in apjr 'nn 5 
'nno *tti apm »ann Tnorntt 'anS> 'ho 'bd a'npon ttoai 
rp.mnna 'ahn nahn 'iai ton ho nep tth toote mn apjr 

b na rvffyv n'Y'xi snipaxtt '3 mn ho ntrpo vi 

ninDBt? »oa n'x'xi* poo an "on nnw an 'otn ninoa hne«i> 
aa h tim :’xpjn iron «h ’lenn 'w oa nrpi 'ne* oa h nan 'at? to 
k rf? ono 'an pit 'ano 'an put nwt an^ 'anno an httn 

oa h nan 'tot? nmew oaa n'mxb pao an 'ott mw an 'ott 
'tw ana nahi 'nno an-6 nn^ : D'nntt nni> urm wjn 'vr 
ton n'xnta pa'n ttDBip * hi : n^DB naa n'xnt * <ari6n vn 
ttDBip 'h S>ttiot? 'ott ttaoip na 'aio an 'ott • ttnna 'ottpn 15 
an 'ai> ph* win an na nan p'nottp mm nnwa pa'n 
ttns? ht nsiD 3 p'notti :ninoa mh 7 Daon m*rn 'pro 
ton nih nam ton non nam nnaD 'o hit wnnit 'Da'tti 
nhi :pa«n itDBipa proio D'hn h ttoht rb *on *in vm 
nao ith 'a'n 'a ni> p*on *ttm ttnpt? tt'nna 'Dttpn non JO 
ni> nro 'nnim ann ttm :inop *p n vrb api> 'at? tauro ix 

pnottp omo nS o"n tta'an nd'd rb n'ap noan an ttnxpi> 

1 Menahot, 42 a. 

* The editions have iter*, but MS. C. agrees with our fragment. 

8 Superlinear vocalization. 4 Head 6 Menahot, 41 a. 

• This is also the reading of MS. M.; the editions have pro 11 ■u wm; 
comp. Babbinovicz, ad loc. 

7 «'cdoi. 8 *n-»V*n? 9 Mtnahoij 41b. 
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(Leaf 8, verse.) 

'ok 'oen naab naao nw pn’no pk 'ok an non*K nbyob 
Tajn nbn p nab * noa Tay non ’ha h « 3 k 'oki 'aai prone 
mvr a*i '’idk naab naan prone pk an 'otn aaro 'iai 'e»a 
5 nbn 'ntb nb to’ya na’on nn box roaiab rrmDab nb nwa 
naab .roo’nai ’hi naan nwb nbp'iP’a «b noiba s 
:nioan roy nparn nbia nama kd’d nb n’ay *an srorot 
Dnx N»a’ xbt? ibiai moan p n’hi rovrob nb D”n to»an 
taah nnriN mDab nb’on I’rooao nbtan nbpn ’rob jna 
Knab’n nntwn naab naan prone p« 'eta pnb KroaD ana 
•naab naao prone bwotra roayn 'a ’an p nab 'own "aKroa io 
nwi :‘ha ’any pt?bi 'pab’b fr'tt «bp :nab nan pp’bnoi x, 
ny noob maw p« nbyob nw nr noob nw *piK 
iroa roenn nnr ny manttn lb’BK nbyob royaxK yan« 
Kno'ob jyanK vbwa 'ab*n 'on kdd ann K.n by p’noKpn 
n’a ’apn ’or n’a *apr 'by naai tnanm Knw nb rota 15 
nw nb p« nw noro nn’na p 7 jnai’ n’byb bb’n 
mart? lb px wb ’kd pa’B'poi nw lb p« abib ia twa 
’an 'o’n Kb ’Kn "maw lb px nbyob baK noob nb nr «b bba 
pro bba nw lb pxn naa ’an nw lb px abib 1a xaroa 
nw ib px xb’x roe»a ia yayab ’na 'noo 'a ia nrv abib 20 
nw nb px ’’oa nw ’aa noob niyar ib nr ban nbyob 
nw abibb ib nrv uwna aitsn : noob nb nr ban nbyob 

1 Read ro. 

8 From boH to rim not in the editions nor in the MSS. of the Talmud. 

8 Read rrxn ar ; comp, the last line on the previous page. 

4 1 J-J. 4 Read 1^3?. 

1 Editions pm', but MS. C. and many old authorities agree with our 
fragment. 

8 Our texts read rrcrh tot r6 v Van rt&ch tot rrt pn. 

* Editions and MSS. tx on. 
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mu aW> naany pDnn 'a 'oaK i>KyoB* 'n rbyo 1 ? ai> p«a nooi> 
a nraK aannKa nn« a^iVr Dt?a 'oik wrpy 'n :nnK aannKa 
«k nn veojn nooi> iw nt ‘nrw nanya nn« mn tb 
neoi> nw 'can aanap la'tn naoapo noaa paa :*'p ny puny 
Knainn kbb an ‘'owina :wn ia nw *|K n$>yoi> aana «i>a xn 
i 'OB’ ma aa^D’NT Datro 'n ne^wo vbv Tina nyanK 6 
4 }i>Baaa 'n 'oik *kdb> ma paa ton poan noa pan aam ^*n maa 
'n 'oaK 'KDt? ma v'nem wan noaa 4 £eaaa znbv 'oaK i>im ma 
aa^BNa a*aoN pan ama : 4 nayaw 'a 'oaK i>i>n maa 4 nayaw 
Tina 4 poan 'a 'oaK mam 'n 'n ne^itro 'n *pna '*i naan an 'ok io 
' n ’DKn *apy» na KraK 'n 4 nayaw 'a ntphtro ppi> 4 'yaw 'a 
anni> laanoanK 'a* pawn 'n nan 'nano mom ana 'n pa'wa 
Tana anwy pcny ‘aaKBnaa 'rb D'Sea poan 'n naim p'dbd$> kbb 
nayavK 'n ninaa 'W wantf 'yaw 'n 'b'Se’d ppi> 'yaw 'a 14 
j'any 'c^aa enp pe6a *ani»amBa 7, pnxo : nenn'B Kan nn xni 

vbv na man pa naana mbvo pn nynpat? nai>o xiv 
mi>y Na'i>n p'a naan’ k^> vbv Tan naa nnan mi>y e* 'a i>y 
vnbv by mbv pa pkb» na'a^ooa ’no 'on Kpn »a naa nnan 
i*a nan nmin poaa ni> i>*oaa jwm 'vyb Kin fwrn n«ayi> xi> 

'kd Ti> nt?p an«p 10 pae»n pa nanaton nai>o npai>na ; nan' xv 
aoyo Ta : u 'db oannn jo mb' <Koa nra nann jo top ji 
naaoa rapain nann a’i>y d'b>3k paaoot? p»a nan naninp 

1 Sukkah, Mishnah, III, 4 ; Gemara , ibid., 34 b. 

8 Refers only to rmr. 8 Menahot , 41 b. 

4 Explanation by the Gaon. 8 Menahot, 43 a. 

• -ww JTO 3 . 7 Menahot, 41 a. 8 -v* WtnBi. 

• Sukkah, 16 a. 10 Menahot, 43 a. 11 —toD, 
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n^n npib pto 1 nosn ttte iaioo !>j) e»m W 3 pnpro na*m 'nii>D 
nenjw ryi> vby tc®' n^ na mre $>nto rb i5>di.to ni!>D 
na onn 5>3 n neo 'an owe udd pnpii* pN aw nron 
D pNI -Oob i"JT 13'N1 JinK IX\bc Ni>N b PNB> }1'3 TO tiW 

r'toiS? ioyo in nn 'dd 13'b5> rbv nva ppnpno 5 
pan '$>'an iK'n Di' b ^3 in'®* enr& m« tt* 'Wen xvi 
otd'k nS ru'ya riTvl) nn'NT noan pan 'iro pan 
topi pnnn ne^pi «jay wbv 'aen ima vrbv tow spy 
nw par i>a nniN enr6 pan nimoK vb icipoa p'i>y 
na'n D'Bja 'n n^3 nitai :anao iai rue’ 'b'atm nap»na xvn 
n$>*n u'n in 'n now nnN '3 n5ti 'n yaiN 5>y *N'3m hto n 
no Nn moN 'n n$>ya '*m na nDan ton ton mea 'n n$>i 'n 
'n rbv2 nu-6 jvni noi 'a n!>i 'n 4, oa 'aa paiN bv D"po un 
n’otdi 'n 'n ^aa ero 'n ni>ya un naio 'a nbya N'xwbi 
:nw ‘Pan mo nn 'n 'a 5>!>aa pNe> '3 nh>3 ’3N 15 
m'Dni> in n'rvb oipo 5>aa pneiB o'nvfii to 'bttmn xvm 
jnSa 'tn p'Djr nw ‘pnyoe> i>a n^'n p m'cn pd'jj no 
'naan not 7, b>di to to^bo noB'er notd ine^er 
in nS too jne»B 5>3n *i'ob '03 pi> mioB n^arn p'an 
Nat? n5> i? ne'yn D'ima fioye* eobn nb a'nan p'a nd^ot 20 
nam 'etn poe’Bi nova dote® k3b» n^> D'ne’Ba to 
pTOB proa oam pTOB$>ea pro® to 'em min' an ton 

1 Read tdd\ * Comp, introductory note. 

8 Mmahot, 43 b. 

4 —"pnoD mo:D; not in our texts, but in MS. M. 

5 i.e. not pro® S. • Menahot, 39b. 7 otdwl 
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: pN-wa mpo i>aa pnoic mi -id x 'Din nox^tto 
'yoen Yxn p pmDB pNim pro an 'DNn pro a*n N3*i>Bi 
by «|N 'ai>n pay^ i>3N ton rn'cn ns'^i imdd np nnrxa nha 
i pa'no ^'n n'ai j'-idib 'nop n'3 n'x'xa pD ’'oxp aa 
pD pat? i>ai pro u v*v 5>a pan i^bn &.n n'aa na5>m 5 
mry 'nx no 'oxn 33 by sjki rryv ii> p^oo px pro ibiat? 
mxo i>a ♦‘j'id 'an raoyr ro^n nW> iri> >m -|i> n&yn D'inan 
Karon in nvan pa 'x'x nixo i>3 N 'to n!> p'ddd 161 -non xaron 
'nx mod's 3 ru'nn xa'in inx Dn'tm xa'yan wro xi> nWa 
nW> paoeo tiayv ra^n tub 'ntn i? .npyn n^na nixo 10 
: "«p "«pa ra5>n xin inn arrani «ybi n-yx nixo niroa 
:nW> niDa Diero nmn ‘nfannai 3 pp^no noaa p'tdnt uvn 
ntaa ninan p'a 'oyo 'nd 4, rxa na'n niyh? n'Daai naa^ ton m 
n'x'xa 3"no x$> nip ’DNn up nip Vxn aa by *\h x\n naa 
iTBaai royte ton Jinn naa np’p npn? nna s, ir jancx 15 
np»p npm nna *n w xp naaa nnrxn aa i>y *|N naa Sr 
naDp ejaa nna S>'tx 'xnx am n'xntn p .tiiddi in my 
my spa in na'n naa «jaa in npy qaa 'Dtnp spaa nvxn p’a 
N'n n’^cna dn inna natra n'x'x ii> npDBar 'D : .nmoa xac 
D'an.n men dni ronn ia'xi in’ab xar ny na nDano 10 
xatpin 'bv an na noa 'aSm lemne* ny nnoroi aem '.n 
n'Sronaa iS>'bn pop Snao Son : 7 poipnn rpBiDn Nina 

1 Menahot , 40 a. * =nrn wn. 8 Shabbat, 35 b. 

4 Menahot , 40 b. 8 *Vn. 6 — to. 7 Menahot , 38a. 
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Nh lennt? ny potwi aw in • p'poo in n^n taha^ -iidn 
wind nine nine ia’ho 1/ dnt pnr pa 'ahn myo niyoi> patn 
:pmr> Pa peny pn onaa iNcn y’Dpi hraw didn 
dn nDian n'a nnco pai nat? aiyo honN naen Nam xxi 

hum y’Dp pi n^nnai* in’30 an’y na e*i Nin nDBUO -i’ya 5 

Tirana an jw pp N'ao nih inn meni> n^man dni 

NJDia na pny an 7, dnpi Nin ii> idn’ n$>b> iai>ai injnb inudi 

i*DN mo Pi nnapi> ntin Nemo 'ai mnnso n'5> ’iin'N 
wndi .i'i> 'jvndi r6 inae'Di ib»bn Dnn ih>B3 n^di ’!>o wn 
ramani* i'h> pran pi n’a pn mba bx pp naop nd5>n *ni> 10 
h?anat? ah : pan 'oiaa r 6 ja'tapioi Pai’n waa p’annai xxn 
lyip n!> idi nN Nraioi ijnp ahi * 'onpi ’a yipu n^b> iona 
pnnx n^’n nidi a n’$> fj’iDNp xh inioi ihe*a in« lynp 
Nin a^ pnenai Nynp ’yN3 n^> ima Sax nynp ’yai vi ai> 

B’Nin ^>ax nynpa mh ’jd n^> ^na nyipa rri> ’jdi 15 
iidn nhaa N^t? pai rbcm pa nynp x$>a bvzmv 
n’3N iTnnN Ntso’aa NB»n 6, dnpi ’hr p yu xhi NoyB ’no 
’inp mp’D n’hi piixN nrnriN ntsn a’Ni anna now? 
mew p’a runai : i’dni man n’i> nip ’dj Nan i’dni xxiii 
nirnai nonna *>axi> .iudni man mr mrya 'vb ao 
5>axn tb 'vb nxew jna na 7 pm tf'mtbv pai nh?a pa 
n’t mb' **b na pai nnnxh? pa rbv pa Pdnp wane 'onna 

1 Shabbat , 153 b. * Yebamot , 113 b, end. 

8 =T 3 'n'«; our texts have idtw. See obtm '22 to I, in Jahrb. d. 
jud.-lit. Gt sells., V, Heb. pt., where the reading agrees with our fragment. 

4 Our texts have -ocp NO*** *n*o lrn toco '*n enn VwVi. 

8 JftuUin, 109 b. 8 Pesahim , 93 b. 

7 Yebamot, Mishnah, VII, 1; Gemara , ibid., 66 a; the quotation is not 
literal. 

8 The words W rv«n© ra crept in from the previous line. 
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xbv Dnnxte pa r& v pa r6n nS norm xi> 5>axn xb 'vb 
noann i^'bw D'nnx noannb aovy noann pa bp t tv aaxxD 
aenaa na aana nne> n^ana noanna naaen on^ i&yo 
aan:e» in na^> axon naop :'aa nonn cd!> hit 

nonyn w pxa anx na fens dn rraaoa nanoa \b 5 
nnao xa.n ‘mao n^'n D*ae» nxeo p mwh ^*an m 
jva 'oyo ’no nan p riDon nnx aaoo npS narni> 'vb 
*naate pen f? 'o’pa irnaena rr^ dp mat^oa na rrapn 
y nayp naate pon * jam n^axa nnao nDD nnx 
'"i in 'mano nntm aao pnoxa nxana nnao nDon vby 10 
pnaa nbid 3 * pnxa nan ab’Bxa 'on? ndhd pon man* 
nem Nam ^T'xa '’axa nnao Namo ifi> 'yaw wn 
’naaan pon nd^n : nNana nnio *naaan Nan fwana -iidk 
‘ ninaa Dnate man 4 pan aana jn^’axa nnao nDD ins 
db> nvd 3B» pen qv pxxan pDaaa 'ne" ^yasa nnate 15 
aim 'nNana noa b inv pw n^’axa nnao nDsn nrax 
'DNpn nnao "Nro 'aaa laora pon 'a^n 7 Nan 'dn 'dx? 
nnao pna anno tjxa : nNana pa n^’axa pa Nan 
n ’Da* p*B3 mn pna an*3 pan ’a Nan 'om n^axa 
’naaan pom naya pi>n i>a p p*yot? 'aaa xnD’Dn » 
nD*y pn’3ob> pp*nD : nxana nnao ns& nrax m 
penya pban *a’D nxt^a ax p^a^Baa paa nnax pc6a 

1 =nwo. * Ptoahim, Mishnah , II, 2; Qemara, ibid., 28 a. 

8 pnom ? But comp, *y'N. 4 Pesahim , 31 b. 

8 The editions have 'ntoi, but some of the MSS. read ’iVoi; comp. 

Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

• Comp, introductory note. 7 Pesahim , 30 a. 
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rmpcrbi tanayB pp»pn anax pew D'oyD D'Bna rmax 
*p peny pxa >pn *p ppno peny 'oax w 'n ’'can w» 

'w pan aann nnao noaa nxo n» jna nxwin naxpoa^a 
naa noxn oxa nosa pn'aaton 'imi nxnnna rppj nea 
paw ja onaaa W nt nan man' 'n 'ox 'sa 'mn 'no peny px 'oan lac 5 
b anex •anbx' xh n^y nane 6 panv pxe> p»a nayapn ny 'aaa 
•noft 5>a nox' snewi ':bo peny px pa nae»yi> ne»B'Ne> 'B by *jx 
ppnD xpan peny pxeoa peny px xo5>x 'riafc D'naa ’pno pnaox 
i>ax pen n'5> D'xaa pa pnaen ppnr pxa pacntt w Dnx ^a bv 
oyB pm 'n 'na nryfo 'n 'oxn nnao p prnn p pacaNt? poannate 10 
x5>'x anox j'oanro^e' x5> noxn xa'x neaoa 'ox 'liDaria nnx 
penaao naa 4 no’^nna nD'yo :xnna 6 na dik We» xxn 

nx pornw pnnan D'o pefoo :pe 6 ao 'aa by nop ND'yo 
nn map 'aa by pe 6 ao no'i>n :pa mSo ti ’nyeva 
pa'no ^'.n rrai pnoaa 'nop '’a nD'yon 'arm an r 6 n pa'y^ nta 15 
n' V pN nnoS Sax r 6 n pa'yi» pnoaa 'xoa pa'no 'Nca 'aaa 
nt paaa'o : 'ay DnS> navo 'on 'onna pa'N Dni> axin pa naan 
po'npo'xa paeoan : .Toni>b tri» pnay ‘anoeo pn aansa an xxvn 
nipen ptaaxa nap ax nap ax eon pxina pe» pa xan'aa ‘aaaena 
a p’o ' 3 'D pax pent pd'x naana anax paax paeoan 'oaen ao 
janina 'ana xeaana xnena pn'Vy anxen xn'aaoa pni> pnnnoa 
nai»m :ni>nn p 'aoa oi>a 'o'xna 'anna 'Barn jaan jann ni>n^ rxviu 

1 Ptsahim, 37 a. 

2 Editions and MSS. poD, but the 'Aruk, s.v. pic, agrees with our 
fragment. 

8 Superlinear vocalization. 4 Peaahim , 37 b. * Persian. 
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:'njw i>aa zr>pb 's^m "b p venir 'n p’naD Npn ’a nnwon 
: p3»N oni> pni>a ’am 'cm 'dn ’ay oni> nee pa’y^ ^att 
rnpoa u paimr nan i>aai m'aai 'amaa naaNi> vro 'b*mr\ xxnc 
DDK i> 3 K : fWJD J’lm' 13 N pNI ’ 3*138 UDJ) PN UK *l»n ptw 
pp'aio *p nnw vi>y in vnnn pp’DDt? ^a oara nw nr &a 5 
■p nntn nan nt< p’ano dni :nmoi pan n'i> Na pn nan m 
p*ann *pDain irmn a, DNpn niDNi nrw* ndc> *iawi p'D’D 
nDaa ‘main? .mnai :niDN rrnnn syiDa^i p’amn nmo xxx 
main <v na nw dini nnroo 'nD *m«a ‘pan lann nnnio 
'a: p 'cv 'n mvta 'npna 8 pjrpa put? **a 5 » now 7 nryi>N 'n nDaa io 
'n 'noNi Vd mn’ na 'pno *'ann D«nia na 'rnntr mwa i>a 'din 
mvD n'i>’ni> Kcp nan pa nb’n 'pnaoi ndp Nan iavi 'boi p pytae> 
p*a naD ndp Nann *nD ’nh na pnnN n^i 'niN 3 Na’nan 
p , inN in naD 'oa p 'oe >'m pnnN nJh aa by s|N Na’nan 
n"nia na ip’?nntt> 'vo i>a vn 10 ’an’ '’t^poi :n 5 > pnnN n 5 > in pn 15 
Na’N N^’N pwaPDi N’enp nd’npi ?n’i> ’j> 3 ’D na lp’rnn dn 
by *|n Kama Nin p’a ndp Nann p’tnNi Na’na nH lma'a 
'ataan p’ai :p’rnN p’tnNS p’a naD 'oa p 'pat? 'nr n$> p'rntn aa 
hid "Na’na 'nan p’tnNi Na’na Nina 'oa p 'ot? pm pann 
naina mxo nvon p’ai : pani> 603 p pyoe' 'n ini> 11 nio 20 
nty^N'm toaD nna pam 'oa p pyot? pn mi? mn *n nmna 

Nnn '3 “Nn'Daa : n'ma 'aSn n'in mm rri> nan nDNn xxxi 

1 Pesahim , 37 a. 1 - TOn. 8 Pesahim, 37 a. 

4 Read »rvote. 5 Hullin , 4 a. • Read nso. 

7 This is the correct reading, and not "tiy'bw, as the editions have it; 
comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 

8 Our texts have I'wpa, MS. M. pM'pa and py*pc. 9 =nam. 

10 Read on v. 11 Read wyro-Q htt. 18 Dittography. 

18 Pesahim, 34 a, end. 
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nrooi nSna nroo 'Wen : l na 'any pe^a noen 'n nod am xxxn 
mnae6 in 'san or anyi> in nDan anyi> 2 now no5> nroo ata naop 
D'anyn pa^e> von pa’y^ 'oan 'dnc' no nW ; 'aio 'on 

pa ntyyn »xwi eoan nt<i Tona a'nan nr dp nr hdbi 
D' anyn pa 'c* my i>a wn lonen ncaa a'nai D'anyn 5 
Ninn ' 3 i 'ano J 'iai oneo n'on laoen : nDB^ npn DnpnS 
rrenoi royt? mmv lano^ xai nom .tb^ti ntdj 
' nyn pa la aina Ton 'din ia'n pa n^> iWe> nWa nruo nnpa 
n ir ND'NTa nN3 :5 >idb nxnoi twa lontw jrai 
nnao5> pa pnoii> wn rood :roop nrNi nhna 'ao wn 10 
2 'iDNpn 'a meats' nnaoi pbdid ni>'Bni» pa n^'an 
'an a' mnaiy row mvo ny 'iai m^an 'a 1'3 b{> vn xxxm 
5 'B'i a' W 3*1 ’Mb' 4 ! 'onN pe6a pen mS> nr ppmn nnaa 'ae> 

S>aiN rmr? 'aao i"ia n^i ap Sai> nnaa '1 «api> 'aa 'aa ia pt? 

an 'on jnyaen nWr now 'nyat? nS 4 ]iyb nofa nann 15 
dW> pain nr pro an 'on :nf ren'o ny rain N3Ba ny 'na 
Nam ana ni»n nan pn pro an 'on nW 'B'n a 4 by in'a xbv 

'enn D'o ii»N Dnenpnni 'bxvvn ; 'iai onnNt? b nSn xxxjv 
way :n^> in rabn ^ *'iai D'annN D'o iSr 'emp Dmm 
^ann “wn an 'on 7 nvrtona nW ir nioa pama on pn 20 
Nnero 'on Nana ana tain 'a 'e* an 'on raayo pe> pea 
an 'DNn ttn 'a n^n 'yav on W Nna^n jv^i 'dni ii> aayo 

1 4 *-; comp. L LOw in Orientalische Studien , I, 552. 

8 Berakot, 26b. 8 Pesahim, Mishnah , V, 1; Qtmara , ibid., 58 a. 

4 Super-linear vocalization. 

B Berakot, 42a, top; read « 3%1 n ; comp. *Amk, s.v. ■pD. 

• Berakot, 53 b, end. 7 ■= Berakot, 42 a. 

* Comp, introductory note. 
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pw 13 pro an vh 311 'i 3 i 'c'an 'j 31 'on *b»n ia mn 
bi nw ai m 3 mioN ndi*di pai ‘ini vk 3 ia rai>n 

: "Niros 'ns^n £ 'o**pi "Niro pni> 11m pat? xxxv 
min loo ’^un 'oNpi leniM ts *min idd n^j» foi nnaoo 
nwaa iDNn dm bv nn&ooa iWro n$>*n dh» iapa onp s 
nN’sinf* vim min ibd dp n^ai ^ pa nnBoo 
^rn aoio pna pya min tbd 5 > ii> m pi>ron pao vra 
4 nt vb yieoi’ n^jo mipn : nun ibd ni>r ^ni nroeo xxxvi 
mron myo fei vinto iurn one »aa Ww p» 
nNipt? poa pi'D :yiBoi» inr emieMN roo mi ip by\ dpi 10 
ip Nipi 3am Men m ipi 'ibmn nao mi 'po'B ’pD’B 
Nma : aa»p iinai> pn idni ip Nipi aam pioo toni 
pai ipr mn nb ‘'onpi »a noMn nrnin n^n hnip non by 

riiirot? ip'pa 4 mw^t? nnoN :'iai ptd »no xxxvii 
: 7 nrnoN nb »noi :nat? d'dbbmi D'pm nwo pia nbv noNa 15 
piaip din '33 :"pibm p *>ai rfant? ip naun niw> xxrvm 
inn'311 'a nntanm tonaan >5>ai 'Mai '3 jn^na paen 
in nnN npeo trot? aip irtN naa dni *'iai *pi' an 
:*n^> pipr pn nnaa 'ai>m np>inr6 a»n pn po nina 
pipt [M nnaai 'trpoi : 10 D3a 'naSu :p*D di w d? jo 
ini inS> 'no pitm p $>:i r6ane> ip nrovo 'nan rb 
ini n^ N3in an 'arm ni> pipr nd5>n r6 p^io nn N'aa 

1 *'Ni. * Megillah , 33 a, end. 

8 Our texts read imwrr; comp, introductory note. 

4 MegiUah , Mishnah , II, 1 ; Gemara , ibid., 17 a. 8 MegiUah, 18 a. 

• Ibid., 16 b. 7 Ibid., 19 b. 8 Shabbat, ai b. * Ibid., 33 b. 

10 Bead = nma. .. tidw pi vno [p’lpi] pi [conwr6] vno pipi 

•now p*. 
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tovn Nnijvri> >01 in p’ino pirn p !>n rtanr ny ptntt xi> 
npboa <03 in naac rnn dn npinn in *njn pirn p i>jn nni>an 

mra pnyn D'bjnD bih '33 nenn ’worn 'ant ‘tnonn xxxix 
tb d’vjj nonn pcpi>D pNarai din ’33 ^a ihn jnnNn’D 
:Q3*na nonni ’ant prc^ nreN Nin pr6oDi *p pi? 5 
lina pDnnro dn pnn rnir :nnN nvna nann d'tsni xl 
’33 »sri> niny nvs ’nr rb r'r nsno nnN 133 D^ia pi«v pra 
N3onnna mn rNno nut 'nnoi *'iai pr myp Nina N3in 'nnoi din 
nivo nnnin aani> nxinn i>3N n’sd 'ronnira nd^n ‘’onoa 
r’N ns naun ns nivo 8 pan unn ioxyi> ns p’ino nnw nnN i>a 10 
”NonNn Nna’n :'iai nnw nnN i>ai> ns pn-iom in’ai xu 
rv^ ion Nonw jva ppion pa ononn pai ’O’m pa 
nr "NDnxn xna’r ’ttn an 'em nr rri> piirao Nin 
k^’n TDNn Dire wi> pntsNi : .ts , d ’nr*s n 5> na rrm 14 
ia p^’dd inr p’a Dnsi>r “ypisi s*'iai n'^ ’pins ’pin xui 
nnr p'a n pDm’ ncD j niDN i>nao Dmyr nap ran 
D’rNm D*nn d'ssd neai nneroi 'una i>a m v c 13 
vn nmn '^ya noai na vn 'pmn D’N’as noai na vn 
pN’roi pNnsi ppano vn na vn inofii dsd noai na 
pai poison p ppnnnoi D’aioi pDnvo dp pnannoi *o 
iVNa pynv vn xi>r Dno'y niND nnai jma rm rs33r 
vm pa n'n no pjnv vn «i> pxy jn ii>’BNi span* nnoro 

1 = pnn. 2 Shdbbat , ai b. It cannot be determined whether the 

correct reading is htdtti or wimn. 8 Read 'irroun«=prro«n. 

4 Read paw. 8 Shdbbat , 33 b. 6 Ibid., 93 a. 

7 Read mDnroa. 8 Shabbat, ai b. • *Abodah Zarah, 31 b. 

10 Arab, plSi, a beverage made of barley. 11 Pesahim , 6a b. 
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i$> naain ny«B> new nbud ba 1 D'oan inDNe> noo pNn'no 
n$>’n mrn!^ tmo n{> a 5 >y »6 ^vsoi Ntnn 'bvi 'n : 'iai 
nos : tama'a inn noi it vy no ninseno iws i?to xuy 
s paayoi nr ns nr ppmn i>ana * 'b$>n 'sbn J>Nntp pane* pva 8 paiyo 
pnyoxo vn nS w ntpya rrn 'ttnn'ai : naaD pNai nr nt< nr 5 
din lyona n 5 > D^iyo 'can 'dn nat? .naaD *t^ pro vn n$>i 
paa |Sa nan '33 pyaeotr 7 'onta nea : 6 n'ona pi nnrya xlv 
nn^Kuoai noxiyai nnyai nnmaaai nnaiaai nniDoin 
minoi inn bj^i : pnnn nibroi pap i>ai>ai : 'Dinte xlyi 
niaoo 'an n!> nr nan 8 'din o^iyn nioiN 'Dane* pjnap 10 
Uni nai>n yiapi> ■pnye’ in nrrm niD'N n^>i jn nicea Dm 
ninyn mow nani> naieu 'an nDNt? 'a i>y «iNt? 'an pNna p 'a by 
pap Wa nd^n pava anpp mnna n^ay inn xb aboyvv 
'DNpn 'annb nanai • 8 naxn Na naa yottna pnnn mintai 
pnnn nbhi N'n'nn : 10 Ntmn Nirvai N'n'nn NanDa Noi>m 15 
nip :«Nnnaa 'a^'.n }i> 'o'pi pipoa pnoiy Nnann ntidi 
na na nan 'DNn nato^ n'i? y'DD 11 na’scn nN naionn Nnoa 
nnn ny 'ai wna '.nna 'Nni>Di> nnnanNi 'iai nan 
'oan pai : nnn bb: nd^n n^> ni>pen 'ami> N^'a 
'din 'oana naSn vat? 'iai na^no non ova 'din oi>iy.n mow 30 
nM>ai paaix 12 ma'y Drat? Dn'nan pNna 'an 'DNn 'yn 
pNin 13N na nip : ira 'an by 13 pibnNe* nnN pNt? pnnn 

1 Kiddushin , 70 a. 2 Pesahim , 62 b. 8 Ibid. ,64 b. 

4 = D'Dbn 'd*jn. 6 Read jODyoi. 

6 Nothing bearing on it is found in Tamid. Either readno«n and comp. 

V, 11; or the two words belong to p. 345, line 18, and comp. Tamid, 111 , 8 . 

7 Pesahim, 87 b. 8 Ibid., 94 b. 

9 Our texts read npr na wrw r». 

10 This is also the reading of MS. B. and some of the old authorities; 

oomp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 11 Baba Batra, 74 a. 

u Editions and MSS. have 13 Read piVrrrc. 
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mop iyaxt< bum v dtn^> mDto :m nav naa flip nu'jma xlvii 
peny utt pi ton nab ''naan ova *iidm? yna atta 'oa D*oa 
jvao ttxw nyea tt^en nttixai B'B 3 niabib in' ttb ttpn ttbt 
'a by «|tt 'Ban ova 'ottpn D'maan dvd atta 'd spny ttb ttDan 
niabbt in' in dk ibu ba iau nxps pm 5 > mDtt natts? 5 
■‘nnasn ’spboa : 2 rcnn irtti ia*na pnn nttixai B'aa xlvih 
eniBD naa "ttn'n : 5 tunjjBa mim 3*1 'inb ttnna xlix 
"ttpi 'DKi 8 tnu'tt 'a tom 'ttn nattn 'os 7 ni'jyn miDa 
ffw e*tt *nna 'j'aj :'iai ttbr ttBinni* twin ttBinn pa l 
noaena Din ni>nna D'jna^ nnani? tsnpoa djibb 10 
ttnpca mp pjibb jn ibti 10 «n ia new nn ia new nr 
btODB’ ja n'no nwbn by n'ntt niamnn by oroa p pm' 


■j-rra TO 

nniB vn? mnna lot? ttnpj nca 'anpn by mnna niD'sn by 
■pyo '!>in by n'ntt p \\eh D'yaea ym'i pnm onan 
p n'Typ nbo by naj p tna 'j'aj pn'tr main tt'Jiru 15 
io*u ma man by ni> p DUtt bbn by ttntt p jrpan by 'ttaa 
nryb mop ntyyo by D'raatt n'a D'jan Dni> ne»yD by 
nay 'Bitt rrn no rna 'raj "'can uen : tnabn dwb nanan 


iSp mm Danoyoii 'en DJanf> D'ii> Danmayi* D'jna 
ina naiy mne' Dips 11 'mm ma : nittona 'ja ddbo li 
' enmB pnnoi nbewi w tirrut? Dips pixi> D'brv pa n 
'3«? pa 'mm naib pix nanoi> 'cnm nano pa mn nanoi pbi 'j 


1 Pesahim , 54 b, end. 8 Yoma , 77 b. 

8 Yoma , Mishndh, VI, 3 ; Oentara , ibid., 53 b. 4 =toh an. 

8 Yoma , 54 b, end. 6 Ibid., aia, top. 7 Taanit, 25 b. 

8 Our texts and MSS. have wbry; perhaps it is to be read nVu'M^hVw 
“ a calfkin.” 8 Yoma , 20b. 

10 Shekalim , V, 1; comp, introductory note. 

11 Yoma , Mishnah , VI, 8 ; Qemara , ibid., 68 b. 
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XXXIX-XLVII 

This appendix contains, either in their entirety or in 
part, nine fragments (XXXIX-XLVII) of the Sheeltot and 
the Halakot Oedolot , belonging to the Taylor-Schechter 
Collection. Their important place in the study of the 
Halakic literature of the Geonim is demonstrated in the 
first volume of this work, pp. 91-2 and 108-9. 

XXXIX contains a single leaf, vellum, the first twelve 
lines of which are given. The rest of the fragment is 
identical with the beginning of Sheelta IV in the editions. 
The portion reproduced here is closely connected with the 
end of Sheelta III in the editions. Both deal with the 
question whether rbi nwan is more important than 
non. Our text of the Sheeltot has preserved nothing of 
the material treated in the present fragment, and, as the 
latter also is incomplete, it is not possible to determine the 
exact size of the Sheelta. 

XL consists of eight consecutive folios, and it contains 
the Derashah meant to be attached to Sheelta XLIII, 
which, like all the Derashot , is missing in the editions, 
and, besides, it contains a considerable portion of Sheelta 
XIIV in a form differing essentially from the text as 
printed. Although the additions made by the fragments 
to what we possessed of the Sheeltot are almost entirely 
quotations from the Talmud, it was still thought well 
to reproduce the whole here, especially in view of its 
value for the text criticism of the Talmud. 

XII consists of two folios. The first twenty-five lines 
are the beginning of a Sheelta , not preserved in our printed 
texts. To judge by the Halakic material in the piece now 
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rescued from oblivion, it was intended for the pericope 
jrnrn, or jnnro, or mo nnx. Only so much of the fragment 
has been copied here as contains the Sheelta. The rest 
consists of extracts from Halakic and Haggadic works, 
one piece being particularly interesting. Apparently, it 
belongs to the Tanna debe Eliyahu Rabba and ZvMa , 
and, differing from our version, as it does, it is of great 
importance in the study of this Midrash. 

X LII contains two leaves, vellum, thirty-seven lines to 
a page. The part published here consists of the last 
thirteen lines of leaf i, recto, and the first thirteen lines 
of leaf i, verso. It is the end of the Sheelta belonging to 
the Pentateuch lesson jniXD. The rest of the fragment is 
in our printed texts. 

XUII is written on paper and contains six leaves, the 
last page blank; pp. 1-8 in neat square writing, while p. 9 
is nearly cursive, and large; pp. io-ii, square writing. 
The first page is blackened and rubbed, and further muti¬ 
lated by two holes. I have tried to supply the illegible 
and missing words. What is reproduced here corresponds 
to nine consecutive pages, containing a Yom Kippur Sheelta. 
The last two pages are part of a Piyyut , probably from an 
*Abodah for the Day of Atonement. 

This Sheelta is quite new, and it has a number of 
interesting points. I venture to call attention to 6ome 
of them. 

Leaf 1, recto, line 7, a Haggadah is quoted from the 
Midrash TehUlim with the introductory words DW mm, 
plainly indicating that the author of the Sheeltot had before 
him a Midrash on the Psalms arranged according to Sedarim. 
The oldest authority known up to the present as having 
had access to such a Midrash was Rabbenu Nissim of 
Kairwan 1 , who lived three centuries after the author of 
the Sheeltot. 

For the history of the liturgy, the Confession of Sin, 
on leaf 1, recto, lines 26-9, is extremely important. 

1 Comp. Buber, Introduction to his edition of Midrash Tehillim t p. 66. 
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Although badly mutilated, it can still be recognized as 
identical with the form occurring in Palestinian sources, 
and different from that in the Talmud Babli 1 . Yet one 
must guard against drawing the unwarranted inference, 
from this agreement between Rabbi Aha and the Pales¬ 
tinian sources, that he gave the preference to them. If 
there is any statement that can be made with certainty 
concerning Rabbi Aha, it is that it was his constant aim 
to establish the authority of the Babylonian Talmud as the 
court of highest resort. Our information about the liturgy 
of the Babylonian Jews of Geonic times is so inadequate 
that the utmost caution is required in dealing with what¬ 
ever concerns it. The view, universally held 2 , that the 
*Amidah , published by Professor Schechter in the J. Q. R., 
X, p. 654 et seq., is of Palestinian origin, becomes less 
certain when it is recalled that so late as the time of 
Rabbi Natronai (see above, p. 119, end) an *Abodah com¬ 
monly considered Palestinian was used in the Babylonian 
synagogues. 

The reason given, on leaf 1, verso, 11. 8-11, for the 
choice of the Pentateuch passage read in the afternoon 
of the Day of Atonement 3 , is cited by Rabbi Abraham ben 
Nathan, of Lunel (ptod, 61 a), as a “ French tradition.” It 
is not at all improbable that the old French Jewish scholars 
may have derived their tradition from this very SheeUa . 

The source for the parable, leaf 3, recto, 11. 4-6, is not 
known to me. Obviously, Rabbi Aha must have had it in 
his text of the Talmud, Sanhedrin , 99 a. In any event, it 
is the short, original form of the New Testament parable of 
the prodigal son. 

XLIV is on paper, six consecutive leaves, square, black 

1 Comp. Yer. Yoma, end ; Lev. R. f III, 3; and Babli Foma, 87 b. 

9 Comp. Prof. Schechter’s remarks, and Dr. Elbogen, Studien s, 
GcechichU d. jUd. Qottesdienstea, p. 49 et seq. 

9 The reason given is probably correct. In view of the fact that in 
olden times folk-dances took place on "iiD3 between men and women, 
leading to marriages, the reading of the Biblical laws of marriage is 
highly appropriate. 
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writing. It contains a piece of the There is very 

little new material of importance, but the arrangement 
is characteristic, differing widely from that of the printed 
texts of the a'n. 

XLV, two leaves, vellum, square writing. Like the 
previous fragment, it contains a piece of the 3*n. Fol. 4 
follows our printed text rather closely, but fol. 2 varies 
greatly from it. I have therefore copied only the latter 
portion of the fragment. 

XLVI, one leaf, vellum, small square writing. It is 
a piece of the Halakot Kezvhot of Rabbi Jehudai Gaon 
corresponding to that published by Horowitz, in l'en, 
I, pp. 15-16, but containing a considerable number of 
variant readings as compared with it. 

XLVII, one leaf, vellum, thick, regular, square black 
hand. It seems to be an extract from a version of the a'n 
essentially different from ours. With the exception of the 
first eleven lines, which are contained in J'n, ed. Hildesheimer, 
623, it is not to be found in the a*n. Notice especially 
that our fragment speaks of ytM , and not of 1D1 013 , thus 
betraying itself as a Palestinian version, since it was only 
in Palestine that the prohibition against 'jni applied to all 
sorts of plantings, and not merely to vineyards 1 . The view 
that *]Q1 is to be buried in the cemetery is, moreover, in 
opposition to the a'n and to the 2 , and probably is 

another Palestinian custom 3 . 

1 Comp. Tur , Yoreh Deah , 394, and ed. Hildesheimer, 644. 

* Comp. a*n, 16 a ; ed. Hildesheimer, 643, and SheSltot , C, 114, 116. 

8 In a"rr, ed. Hildesheimer, 643, wrpco is not to be translated with the 
editor M river ” but u depth,” by which the depth of the soil is meant. 
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XXXIX. 

.i^'dk 'v tn: 1 prraio mv pjnsr^ p-itodp vb» 

..... J nr6 'opoi nawa anao^ bo f>aa rp{> rrion 
.... m ’inn .Top n .. ni rbibv ton 'n pn^ vaN 'n 

.I'd Ni'n Naas? napo mm nwo ni^pa i>pao mn 

,... i'i> -op {''pan mai no’np mxo n^pa -tob 'von on s 

.t 'n iwkti imi nnsro 'o' npae6 m5> napn nna 

tfiairi iTidn inn n*w 'in minn J pot? nn nfaN va> 
jWiao n!>ai>t? noN in \nebv vaN noi jpino u« mao 
rriio n^pa 5 >piai rising ni>an nw jnrm nN *nni> non m 
antitf nntron 'o' npas? imi ino nN naip ia into emm 10 

nW dhmn ja p» Nin tm °jnwi mi>3N ny npar imi 
b’ts^tp i>a rfan p po'eoo ppno pw D'Pin pa nre* 
m nrfon nSo 


1 Baba Kama , 93 a. * Read no ns^. 8 Kdubot, 3 b. 
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XL. 

(Leaf i, recto.) 

. 'CD '3 1303 trb 'K Kin * KD1D3. 

. :p p3DT KT13D0K W KDD 3*) 

. li’rtiiTK ’ip vb ’nm me Kpn n’rasw twp 
Khone KnK an n^ 'k ’3p kis’p 'nwr Kpi 
.. 'rraoi* »03 *k *nm n*3DDK .. c*k Koimi 5 


.'n yp it-dik tbp ’kh *k K 3 ’an 'ok k^k 

.n’^ pan Ki03 twin 'jp k»*ikk tdp. 

... '330 ’K . . . D.tJHi^'K.TOO 

. b k'd iDOttn nn'D n'Ene fpoi> ... mo 

. mn Kae> na an no*oi> kdb 3n naD ... 10 

V * 1 t 6 nKI 31310 'be .. . . K33'.... *k fri> 'k .. k .... 

... n moK 'a no’oi* kdb an. k .. on 

.. o'p '3iari> Kin kjtik p3..iwp vb 

... Kp k5> w i>3 kdb ani> K3in an rri> 'k ’n. 

,... ik nnn.. naSi trip Ki> 'bddk 'an moKn. 15 

.... nijroa pi>’no pro an naop.. bv ... ni> nK.... 


in an 'k n’ani> i>pn niTD nsion nbn’K k. 

. 13 'K ni>ijri> iK3B« ia mrni> ina' oinvi> 

.; .... 13’ dSj^» 1K3PD lV*DK 'K JOTO 

.PDD k!> i”3K1 1.IK. JO 

.ti3T.. m ’ unn’K. 3 * 0 .. 

.k .nnoK na. 

.K n^ii3 nK n . 

n .. no3 Ki>. 

.nan k .as 


1 Baba Mtzia , 66 b. * The reading of the last three words doubtful. 

* Baba Mtzia , 67 a. 
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(Leaf i, verso.) 

fW'D p'pDD K*> 'BD i>3R }3'PBD 1 TT. 

pama (nn» nun pan pro Kin nun pan. 

*D^nia D'aap wa tnaip n?K an nap ns. 

'«n Kann .tow *|dv am ma *-idk nc. 

*» Knuaa k5>k ina'i> k{> 'ptatan Kinta n .s 

ix'pa k^r bob tb noa ttnuaa i^dk ton pan. 

'nw'p 'dki )kd^ vb« Rnwp Kni? 'bnt jrd5> . 

na 'aiu «nwp non'an na'tb Ka*K 'k. 

U'rn to.. dk 'ok nm Rut? 'ok nn nur a. 

. 'tm 'at? enan np iri> 'dki paa rtov.. 

.... a p^noDi nr nw rj^ur *ji>w pna wr. 

.... t R.n ttnua r5u RaSuR par van np '*iokt . 

pna Rnuaa r3$>uk dw toon vbtt k .. 

. dkt Kano b npnai *nr i? wn np. 

.. *6k tmwp 'DRn u’n j6k n .r.. 

. pat? van np .t^ anan . 

... pineal w w. 

nDm |kd. 

.. anan ktd .... 

... oa tb .... jo 

1 Baba Mezia, 67 a. * Ibid., 67b, top. * — Nn ton. 


A a 2 
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(Leafs, recta) 

.3\T R3K iT^ nOK TpK KTJK 1 .TW 

.Kpapa xpa 'rona 'tdt '» 

.D NOVD TDK K^KI ^P Tvb rPK 'R WTOS* 

. . . KP n . . R '33 R3'P *1J> '3*1 KP K^>DW P'3 ROTO 

ary riK aaM> im 'an 'oa R'an \b 'pop nan ranoo 5 

'dki aran ikvd wiT 3 riK nniS a'Wan rw nnS 
13 man ''maiap no 1? iud naa^rt Typ no b 
nSaon p'3 K3*i 'r 'an notn kd'ki tdk i> naao iaa 
'an tor tdk iai ia R'an kt nan top . ,*an kp 

'k 'ib an^an «pn ma'K Knpn K 3 W *an 10 

|TT3 K3in 3T 4 KDB 3T : s W3n3 KannK 'nK W KpDB 

'pi>Don Kirixa Rnaapo 'Kn vmn 'otn ypam am 
Pki D'ae» 'D na taaa Taam aaoo naaa am bvn pR 
Rnaapo 'Kn Knoat no 'ki nneopo nvapn 
tonutn none ab'DRi t{> p'pfoo 'p$>Don mnK3 15 
napna npaW>p a'i>a ‘'tatn Ko^a 'ap 'aD'Da 'naaK *Ka 
an rrana Rap'oi* in* 'or an npai> nap naao 
•pnx 'St no'D K 3 poi> i'nx 'k 'tr ann n»na m 
m'Ka Spk Sjr »b 'm 'nw S'R 'k n'ana Kapoi> 
k$> 'St i"aK k^> 'k' m an {raR 'r Ka'a... kd' m ao 
^aK wan wa'aaa 'Sr »b »pr ana Kana a... Sjr 
nnpR nann 'nna Sjr 'otn jp Royo 'kd Knoat.. ok 
' ap 'td nann aa 5>y »jk aK^> nnnK rnp rmratt 
'eye 'Ktaa Kap Ki> 'Da Kan nyanKa ani> Vac Raae 

1 Baba Jfcfio, 64 a. * Read -|V»nn or i*rn rnn. * Reading doubtful: 
inrOTO or vnra ? 4 Baba Mexia , 67 b. # « Y 3 N 7 jkdVi. • Baba 

Muia, 68 a. 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

nnrw mew nvn 're inaK vb ‘'otn . 

dvtbk mop^t toemi eon enpn nnnK w.. 

'ew an 'k nona nK'nnnD ton nwi>n ton... 
*tnwja tb unaim n'i> ton 'k ’i> nw 
*epn 'tonnon noeo Kin 'aactun s 
kd" na tnoe* 'anai KanpK «mn 

-raw -a 

on nop kdk 'tw ani> id ‘mint Krmn nm 
frown par io 'urn «n n^ 'to p*no wk o 
.. 'no nan' 'op non? i>Bn aoe> w "na 
■tb»w naa D'^B'n dbd Kano naaeo nan io 
on onan 'Kenan n*ana k 5» no'DKn 

!rrD Knan mm K'aioi’ n"jnK paena K'afe 
•Tana «a'ap 'an panan 'ap*in 'jp no'K 
iTj'd * Kruna nr nnm pamp noa n^ to'nen 
win pai> 'ata nin inpan tbv *na natn nw 15 
namoi* 'ajann nK pa'eno pk strn ttn^o 

"°®rwioi> nn'B 'ai> np*i> mpo ai> in' Kin nae> 

'' rxy ° pk i>oa i>jnsa.ae> ai> jnaa p dk Kiw 

pmoi t'^ay poe> pk nae> nxnoi> pi>aamnn nK 
faatoa aina... nae> ai> jma p dk k^k nae> nvnoi» jo 
mpoai idk op raoa idk dp i>ap ’pot? 

PK pi>po nape6 »|na nat? nai>pi> unae> 

1 Baba Mezia , 68 a, top. • -rri -raw. 3 ~nrn; M for rv as in 

many cases. 4 Read wmron «*mr>an. • Not in our text of the 

Mishnah, but quoted in the Talmud, 68 b, from Toatfla, Baba Mezia, V, 6. 
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(Leaf 3, recta) 

.an 'tt fea ®o 5*53 b®a np '« r panmo 

i*ean roN^o nmtti® foa biB3 ®o nattfe nmttb 
we® uun pp®e® ® toanm :ton®n np rw® 

mb ’run bn urn b n pb btc twin® n*^ mb 

MO*lt 

noa pi on b ’Sop mi> *ur nnn t«b lop bo vb ib* $ 
mvr- 'n TND '■> 'nan nojno pa nines pa rot? ton 
vbtt my bn «i» i5»’bk i'vs t<b idp bo tb ib® 'w 
nap b inu 'itt w p pp w 'n nae> ton ir nnn won: 
pbunn Q^m kS wtp tb pop p« 'an un :ob® 

'no nw» 'n nae> nvnoi> bito mppi* iame> nan b io 
D^rnn 4 :• nuSn jnt? ubd onpn ntt pot? 'in mvo 
nbnnn nto memoi wbow nirru jne> ubd 
nae» nn k 5 > abi nma nop ton new mv odd 
u'b '3 mb «i» toby bo 3^>m nwa moi boy 
'ottn moto ni> naD min' 'no nw 'n omni oi®» 15 
'na ni> naD ttop ton nnta Nb my bo tti> bwt 
pan on :ob® mae* ii> jnu 'otoi w p jiyov 
pmnBtt oeo nnan!> n^ifcnn ne® nnae® 
nbsnn nnnani» nottntr ne® nnn®> rueo 
m!> ’dv 'n 'an wnnetta pi^nn ib o'xoi b» *0 
5 ntjnb 'n : nnno w» to® ui»i boy natr ni> 

TI1 rv^ avo mm tte^ntt twin m5> mn tonutto 

mn mna rb rb o mi> d®bi ‘run mi> pan 
n^ nnott uiidi boy naea nbh n»i> avn 
nam ttb Die® twvba b rb xb ®n innon *5 

1 Baiba Mezia, 68a end to 68b. * =ud. * —J*> yoco Hp. 

4 Abbreviation for dm. 5 Baba Meria, 69a. * Read noro. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

ttn*i>ta *03 n*i» n*i> si»D *3 1 mm. 

nps n*^ 'tt 3 'Wi nbh •/? an n*S .. 

*Km Knen n*3T3 *mn*o nn *ro torttn 
«P nna nmo kp *ttm pit 'Dnit? 5 i«*n 

rrose 

KBHK ODD *T *1 K3PD DWD *K nmO 5 
.mpi> N’jn #nju& mB»D3 *nytfo 
wnw . 

i 3 n ? 3 i mom me ’pot? :njntn 

13H3t? DIpD "OB’ nxno^ ^31W niBT& 

'w» 'os p 'OB' pi ii>n3* hsi* lpi^rr nnSs piM> 
j’ncoi iDK dp rrbn iok dp i>3p pop io 
4 |33-i on : n*3n rxm mnn mo imB* 5>p 
^eoi> 3**n *no np nuni* non3 dot 

T 

h3idb< nr 6 u 'ow DttoiD nnim non3 
pW ks Dto Bmn ni 5 nmss cnin "ws 
noft i3*K 5>3 k vi>p 33po rpn uor Tins 15 
mnn d3b6b> n^D’o^ it h 3 b 6 e> nSc'B 
*no np nsni> rtom dot tvk j«n 
nor 'n m* S noss dv U npm nnim 5 >dd*!> 
n^D'DB' *3 dd D'ann 5 'itt mvr '- 1*3 i 

ton 'no 'ifi’DB* *3DD ’NO H3nO jo 
nvno *xm •bv nvno i>oi 3 i$>tn p*o nipn 

1 Baba Mejia, 69 a. * -pm ? 3 Mishnah , Baba Mezia, V, 5; 

Qemara , ibid., 69 b. 4 Bdba Mezia , 69 a. 
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(Leaf*, recto.) 

n.xpp xnu k'swd an 1 nar6e> 

"ax.. mcp$> xnx nantea nvno mm ih?a 

u ""xin !nj$> wot? oipo nyi ii> j^b jxo mi> 'x 
mm wna 'in iron i^nr ini 5 > uro» Dipo 
lit mi> j^d imyo in $>tx 'inn nna manw wi> 5 
mi> 'x xbb an mopb inx miam xnyix x^a 
mi> a^a n'x i>tx 'D'pi 'J'!>bi xea 'tit pro an 'x 'an 
*xn l 'xn pa xbb ai 'x miam xnjnx xi>a xicn 
xa'x 'D *'3 xd xa'x'o 'tit roym6 ro^ 'ita'x 

^xa'xi mi’ 'obi £ ja xion xt> 'x 4, a'Dn 10 

^ 'J'^bi noa nr pm ai 'x nfiu : D'oa xi> xa'xi 
'at: i>ax ’^>pm '^pn 'e*ai 'e"a 'am 'an 'b'o om 
xcn ai xi» '301 '$>pn '^pni »ao 'ae 'S 5 *ai 'e*a 

3TI 'm ii>a fiioi* xb'b>b 3 xoi' i»a nit mo mn 
xm xh mox mm 'to iaD 'xo xipmta xon 15 

Mson • 

dx ro'ya nnn x? xm ro'ya mm hid 
y'i' xi> xm nnns y'T mo ro'ya xim "mb 
mianb jn'D^ ero'xi* mi> ne> xai 'x nnnB 
x 5 > 'yo 'xd x'j5>si> n'cnx n^ xon nit nyaix 
xai 'x mbob miiro nxan 'man xi>x min mox 10 
pan r>>b nox mt 1 miani> |nn£ ero'xi* m!> nw 
i»a 'x xn'an pa ii'ax xp 'x xm xbb ai^ 
man vbn min mox xb 'yo 'xo xn'a'i 'xna 

1 Baba Mezia , 69 a. 3 Ibid., 69 b, top. 3 '3KB f 

4 Comp. Rabbinovicz, ad loc. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 


by poo Kin .tvdk -Dts* ton 1 mbo.... o 
tits psi on : n'an mens t 5 * 5 snn 13 'to iriK 
its D’T 55 *y 3 ms? ib T'stwi mu? by pBD 
•OKI . 1 D 31 B 1 lit DTlKD 'b }T 1 lb 10 K . 1355*3 

by vb pao ps bas inio -ns onfe*y *7 *j n^ys 5 
nb - 'an v K nim - re - nnb nun pnDDn by xin nunn 
by pBoe* d'd^l *ne*Ki3 n'nw pro 31 idk 
nb '5'xi KrniB na -mrb nun .13 'bc.i byi nunn 

r* • *T T T T ▼ • T 

Ij'a nb /ai'pb rij'so 'bo kiik Kjnen 'im'k 

nj’BD 31 TOK 'BO K13K KJipoK Kl'Bfl io 


'K 31? '01' 311 K3H3-31 .Tb TICK K13B1 K13K 
3T 'OK p'nt5*K K13K k!> K13B 'K K13B Kb K13K 

nywtf Kb ai n'b p'nts* kp 'ye 'kd nw 
PS noKt? 'B by *\» Korn Kn'irp i<nb n'b 
'tot? 5>r)3 JKX pbapD baK 55»'D blia JKSf p5»35D i 5 
'by n;H5*v 11 nona iV» 'dki n’ano nona o^ni 
xbv 'fib inio enna ybD ib n^ys oki i3'i 'ba 
-mb 01313 nKby baK o"no Dpia n«fe*y 
KT3B1 KT3K .13'BD Knab’.l KBB '31 'OK nm?n 
nyB*3 KT3B na'B'D nytt*3 K-|3K '1B3 '33 8 31.13 ao 
0155*0 KbK Knbn3 jfbn K3.i303 n'D m'at? 


O'DWV© » 

niiJD 7K1055* 'K py 31 'K K'3n K3B'K Kn'3nD 
0155*0 py 3ib pro 3i n'b 'k n'3'13 jnnbnb inio 
mm Kbi *bsK 'on' Kn'3'i 'baK ‘iioo 'em 

Kiaiyi KB13 1 n'bK * I.Tpae* 103 bn'3 a 5 


1 Baba Mezia , 69 b. * These two words, written over something 

else, are a note by the scribe calling attention to the fact that he had 
written a part of the sentence on the previous line; read rmraw. 
8 Baba Mezia , 70 a, top. 4 in:': *am ? 
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(Leaf 5, recto.) 

ma... an 'jai> mm min Ninn mf» 'n * mn wi 

T“ • 

n.'pe» !>’pen i>'pni arm ,’pn iwoe' no mm 

wine ’« KnnL ktjk 'n *ipB3n 'a mrinc nam 
nr naa oapna • i^dk naa wia '«na mi> 'n NiaN n{> 
neaa Nero mnne mi>y ^apn jya 'yo 'nd 5 
DDimbt? myo *na!>n nrr an 'n 'on nno mnen 
:nDDni> pirrn nae6 anp piling nmo 
mi> rnWron ;nd i^etn *1>Nr nnaan <a 
'ar tror 'ep^ mempr6 a , no mawa tnaia 
Dn 'a D"p enpon mar pra maa b 'b enp 10 

31 ^laa tn 'ar nanan 'aai» anp ion lain tnn 
D'a.nai> Sow nw did i>ya m D’anai> i>aNa nrai 
pra did iya nrwi Dn nnN -f? mn’ Dnrai 'an pioa 
ny nyn D«p 'pan '»a pNr prai D"p mpon mar 

“^kdid i<nrci> nipsi :D’a.nai> i>awi did 1a inmr >5 

MVH 13 mm t 6 did i>ai 'ar n^po ma Vcan ny 

•03 MOU , , , 

lawn 13 ton ndid ma mm anp'3 K?n 
1a mm nS? k^n h pK »'m «i> did i»a mam niDN 
did i>a '1^ 'in onnN ’T by ii> Dina’ Ni>r pao on’a did 

■TO HOIO , , 

ma n'Tnon aa 'y 'ni : did ?a 'dni did 'on jo 
R i> onen naym oani> mi> nnon ny monroi* 

|5riT) m^ janDN n!»k none' nn«i> pioi> m^ win 
■vno 

nnim 'n icid nN nNnoi niaan nN Dnirn 

1 Baba Mezia, 70 a. * *,®E 3 rro? * Read HfDin. * HnSw ; 

ShtfUa, XLIV, 136, ed. N. Z. Berlin. 
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(Leaf 5, verso.) 

naox nnoao *b ^>y ontwa 5>*xan in. 

*i>aan pyas? ppana jana* 'in nan na na na. 

no f|U 2 e» polos ’j’bea nDxn *a*i>D vb ttoby 
noa pyap ppn aox «paae> poao janra iso 
min* 'n n*xo 'n £ xo*pn aa by *|xa |3*nra *b nao 5 
i>*n bmo& 'x jona an 'xn n*xo 'na xna man* 'na '5>*n 
naaa n*b n*xn nnoio i!>*bni I'namaa n*xo 'na 
ins xta n*K»cai> ton *m xi> xoao n*a nw 
nxan Dnx ronaaan bs x*ann ... *nnxi> 1 n**iinxi> 
n*a n^n’xn niaa abx :nna :aovy naaao pn 10 
xova uani> n*ntnxi> Kin no too nova xoio 
nvpio dik'd n*a n*x *o n'i>a*oa n'onK'oi xao 
*x nan nvpao *anntP*o xH p*a janox *0 xSx 
»b xoao n*a t>sa xntrm n*nyna n*xno xoV*n 
n*a n*i>n'xn xa*n noab xvo*n oxa nvpao nan xi> 15 

n*a n*x *o n*a?*y nnK'nan *jn*a pnaaon xoao 

vb «an pnaao oaon yn*n p*a ja'not? 5 xi>'N nvpio 
rr6 p*pnro ax yn* xh p*a 'o^n *x rPhyno *xvpao 
pyoe> 'na man* 'n na *a*i>D ai'D’o xan nvpao x^x nan 
man* 'nn aa 'y 'xa xaaa *xna nvpao *xan ttb 'x man* 'm ao 
'ox pyet? 'na n*S>y n*nyn xm *xan nvpaoa none 
. *nK' pyoK» 'nn aa 'y 'xa nvpao *xan xaaa *xna 
P’pnron xo** *o 'xn nox xan na^ya nvpao 

1 Edition mir»•>, but in the following sentence as in our fragment. 

3 The scribe could not read his copy in this passage, and left space 
indicating that words were missing. Read Hbmo and *po NDn. 

3 *N> W. 


Digitized by LjOOQle 





364 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


(Leaf 6, recto.) 

. 3 b bwe> ni 33 1 13 m km km tan mb 

. 1 nbr did a & on nmi Knoio *rv ' 1 k 

31J» 13'3 1D1D ptW bs 'IK pyor 'l D1TO" «5> 1Kb OKI 
T13 pyDB» '13 *K 'lim '13 'bm plD.1 p UK 31D DV 
'em : pjybi jiaan *'Z pome* f*oio ibrt by : Kerns 
Kin mn Kb *3 d koi' 3 mn mow an *'oto 
‘Kin nou <dk '1 Km’m kH 13» lat? *dk 'i 
wbi *w na bap «fn mn biDnso mnrn ton 
wk mb 'ki bionKD kwh pai kdid mo kib> ten 
.Top 'tn Ninn a kvpid ms mb mob nw mb to 
kp mm *kdv ’byei kick k 1313 mmKb tan 
ktii tol’Kn n mb 'it moiob min ne*i *pn 
moiob m 3 noi ‘n’K iKbi nm? mb m'Ki inob 

TI0M ton *3*n Kisijn mew n 'b itdk mb 'k inob 
me*i b«p 'vim kdi inb rniyt? 'di Kp mn 'b 15 
Kb mb 'k mb part Kob’i mb 'k mnec^ ttpoei 

'b PK 13 mm Kb DID b3 K'3n KDID K1*DK 'D mb p3K *31 
'e* ib’K :Di3 : 'D3’K :mbi3 did 13 nev Kbe> k^k 
P'IDK *D K^K n*D1DK JD'nD *D ff13D 1133 P3H 
Kobn 'K |i13K ’ 7 1 'I'D P'.ID k 5> mb b'3K KV11 P'3 ao 

pnbib nni33 mbwi pa pi mb wn kvi Dam 
'DK11 PPD Kob'1 J331 mb lem Kinn pmsea ton 
3i 'k ion'Ki 'em p3i mb lem Kb 'e* oa ddid 

.'K KIDD 

1 The printed text has warn, though the passage quoted is a MitknmJL 
On the other hand in p. 379, 1 . aa below, the printed text has tnm, bat 
the MS. pm, though it is a Baraita. For an explanation of this vague nae 
of the terms pm and w:m comp, above, p. 190. 

* This sign stands for nt*. Comp, above, p. 358, note 4. 

3 N-oia'm nw'm *dh 7 t, and comp, note a on p. 363 above. 

4 Read mvth mn, and comp, note a on p. 363 above. 

5 Read H2TD kqv. 9 = nw. 

7 Read mm, and comp, note a on p. 363 above. 
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(Leaf 6, verso.) 

p tm inv 'er> roaa poo ni'd? an...... 

mn rrf> W** tom jnd 'yo 'nd vbv TiW p... 

pi>yo D'byn 'dn pro a*n p\no win paa n'i> 

'otn n'ND 'nb maa iWn 'an tco'n vtb 'to vby 
tucby 'Wn pa itpo uto Pin t 6 nan by -nenn 5 
n'ND 'nb nai ’an ndti 'ai vby tj»'d pnrn 

jna n’a va'Wr ^a 'din nov 'n n’n’.'in Nni 

ni*o ytxf W nW a"no yno 'ni niinon p moe 
j'DiD iW by : Nsrn *: roro yov pan W itrn t 6 
«i> $> 3 n Dinon p win noiw maan n« paint? 10 
nW napi nnon nW 'dVk npnoi myn p 
api*nt? i>a nt?a’ ton ion nea't? in ronrna 
nena' 'in d^bto p w 'n on nero ntosiD row 

rnoro * 

ap^ pyw on :ronw khtip 
nw on l’i'pa t?ro prW Wan pn ii'pa 'nro 15 
Dian nintra Dian nn'oa pDian pi> Wan 
D'Dfn *nanan jaba poio pni? did ipn pi>a 
Di' & nnw i>a jnap nanan inrot pjnapn 
■pna 'dvd 1 wn ppnu 'in dii'din p iron 'n 
D’DB'iW ran nb ban pjnapn oron jn i^ni dv 1 20 
bstt ia nrw traw nN bixv in pnWW wan nb 
nnN waw nN k>N'w nj> mo wn r6n nN 

1 The Derashah missing in the editions of the She&tot consists of the entire 
chapter VI of Mishna Bekorot, and of Mishnah , IV, 3, of the same treatise. 

* ■lTTW? Or did the scribe confuse -ivron, “albugo,” with in;p, 
“serpent”? 
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(Leaf 7, recto.) 

... piDaen oaaaw ap'aip loom nim 

tod .i TOJB3JT nianrnn rein rqnom noaBaer 

p ppita pk 'k D1MB3K p man 'i nppat? nvoDen 
eiu : niDWion net vb bm ddb^i mD'Knon 

p aatn oa&a.ipoai napainp mpm pirn 5 

aam mh rrne» ik p-ron p Ki> i>3K own 

mi>ini> .T^n pa itsa sw ik dvp ^ybd 
'ik bttvw '1 nrw nra k5>k ii> pk ova ii> pk paw 

D'3 k^k .... pk D’p *» ii> vr peo % xr 1 ^ e* OK 

bv untno 'ik na'pp 'i nnK nya k^k ii> pK nrw 10 
rrro o . 

nKVP nsiD nva ov e* dk lpona wain 
D'iroaa npiai ntwoai onem ntor kS lpoap 
D'i>ai vert bvz :nu p pm' 'i idki x 'pp '■» -pnm 

' rinm mon^BO nioii>p r^nen vbv k!>k ii> pwen 
i>a i>roai ia*r noopat? i>a i>mp totk inDam 15 
ii>:i mtjn it dyp iapa nmaa lamo nrwp 
b mm naa'a too iSk jtoto ira ia**p 'bVk 
ni>K ok upop «b took n'Din Tvtho mjn 'can 
i*mi>pi> non i*bi DiKi>pa imp irp bibiv 
emmKiv pi ma iaipi>i>p naion an iro'ap ao 
pnnnn rbm nppo peio i^k 'in iidk 
nn vtdki 'ani> 'oa p 'dp pi i>KPi fvi>pn i>p spip 
pta 'an 'dk ninaa nnw nan |tk did nr 

Head xr&mh* or nvtavta. 

Read ntAmv. 

Arabic : this is the order of arrangement; first nrfow, then oia, then 
, then py'r, then wyu 
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(Leaf 7, verso.) 


ora 

row inn aw wv m did in# dv .. 

j*rcn 

mni> non tone* nan aar'« 'Vo: p rpaan n 
'oat* oaaoaN p maan 'n did nr nn na'i>n ente na 
a$»an Q«n ar osy pcmae* aa'ya nSa'r n« 
naop nntn nima nn« yw vae bv ovy taacae' 5 
t< 5 > 5>a« ntnoa naop nnto nVna nn« 10m 
B’neo n^na anrao ran«a 'a« man' n mroa 
naw ^ayn aar... 'oan )b anan win nrnaraa 
p D'i>ap nw f>a....... aap... b rayao 

1,prw nrna naranoa jn p^nao jnr par i>a 10 
yvcNar aapnya 'oan Daa'oaN p .Taan n anon 
"SDca naaan ran t'onats’ poao aWt by inn 
pomr pgr a^'tt :|rn!>y poneo penpaon 
D’ona nanan nanoa «*>a enpoa mb imi>y 
aoacae> na'D'acn a*on pjnap pw 15 
i>yaa rfoa' i>yaa a*aa i>paa acovatsn 
na mayam tanaroa nSna jpra mnn 
DPamatra oa.. aoa tntva n'onra m'ay 
oao p« 'a« bixsmv '*» nanoa kS enpoa vb 
• nayaa na.. n^k maa art* 'oax 'am mo i»na ao 
onraa rnaan ran ntna nnoao aaw na 
p :ara'ao Di’ttm *aap nr nn a'D by 
n« a"m a«nn nt< nana jnn rax 
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(Leaf 8, recto.) 

.OK 1>TD1 Won ntt KD'DI 'tOM 

pi no ;vn dk inoo cbm ie»p rwyv 
pnt> w 1 ^kb* :abzbo dob nnoiD 

TO3 rri> *|«3'|n 00 '3 wip okdi onsi* 

m d'P"dd.i d ... pm D'^m Diron pms n*W> 5 
p!> p:nu p« pn3tsn noi nuiin noi D’piin 
jn^pi M>'n }3 wv 0K1 }T3B>... nntrpoi noim 
t6i Mnn k 5 > 'oiki 'yt '« 'dk ii>n n'13 onntsn 'ik 'non 

... 1 $>nn k5>.’kImT!. di kiV kdo 01 'dik 'kd 'on 

'Sidddi j.mom 'ov lams na * mi>pe'Di 'ion 10 


*11333 5 >Doi> P 3 «n V* i 1 D 3 Ip K^> D'!>P 3 DO 

D’enn J i'k .idv 'i dv S noi 3 i dp b npi . 10.13 
yDe* ,ki b imn run jot Tiro |.i 3 b 'dk dki 

.1K13B> ODD riW 31 'K.D 'KD b 

rrb 'i.no i oi 3 jnwun no.on 15 


'inn iS 'pt n* 5 > 'ok 'dSi |3 '2«n *d 'erf ?ro 
' 5 >pd 5 > '303 mi> m 3 n*K 1133 b "!Kn '3 B i 3 D'i 

: ) 3 'BTI K^'K JPDD .1 JH 33 fp^ . 11.11 nb p 31 D 1 


i>P 3 i nr 1133 O'Kin ioii> 1.13.1 p.‘ttni 

1133 1B>PD 1D1D ^P P3DK3 b .DID ao 

nr 'in 1^31 n 13 bob' ii' nvopiv i 3 *p no. k 


er i^'bk 'ik noi' 'i noss '33 nebv 'd by on. 

: Knoio 'D i>p kVk Dint?' tub rreben D'i»p. 

. . , K^ ip PTI31 113D1 1133.1 OK D1 . 

1 ; SheSlta, XLIV, 138 . * Read pamVi... N*3p nnoS tp zh. 

8 Read kS tow wb. 4 *= rp*> rrpTOi. 4 Read iaon wan 'Vnrrt. 

4 The Derasha , missing in the current editions of Mishnah, Bekorot, V, 5 - 6 ; 
Ilf, 1 - ? 
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(Leaf 8, verso.) 

OWT 1 1 

n« jm -mm vm w no .. ntnn. 

n ° own ntt oni> oro *13.fa ... tfa .. o 

}ni> oro.. into neon ntt ti>.fatt tfa 

dwi .... }nt> I’m*... d o®m ntt 

orn tom neon.n.. jn .. fat.no 5 

D’afa>.i>.. on 'itt d®!* tt... -dd o’® ... ntt jr6 

.in ,. an .. d now npfa... none ’on . 5> iofa 

na ry 'itt fa®e* 'n noa'3 tt$> Dto noa'a ott jn... 


D'nt? na fan pbd p® |nai>.a nnn? 

tPlfa '33 . . . DO n*lB PBD fall p®. b 'tHU 10 


■faa lfa ttapy 'n i 5 > 'it pbd fam p® jnai> 'tnia 
fa.... p® nott tfat Tun on n*iDB 3 nona nai»a 
oat?.. ntntai ofa noiai tp® npn nona 

ofa |.fa> jtta p,. ova*ae> yn® i>a fan nr n. 

lDica fat., pbd bio jrfa nr 'nn oraa «b .15 

.. *nn nj»tw nD3 nona 'tt 'py p nfatt 'n ofa. 

.'a 'zx? pn n-naan p rnoB ’31 nap® it on m.. 

nja nd.ipn ®n p np'» nona npfa 

.a.ntni my Tifa D:a: on mntt fa 

.twin 13* nnaao p'ttt? nto nip’io 20 

.a irfa nsa not? itt ir fat tb itta irfa via 

’ * naan ntt omen 'itt nine® p ®i* '*1 ir 
.... ytwi ntt tfaim p®i p® D'Bipi* mpo 


B b 
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MOUfaM &CUU 9I 
QU. 


..LMQU. OUlUi HCi MO SU20J 

CtaU ZZIXiiWii IMC.LU CUALL C6 CM 


£ 1$ 

r ^ 
g *r | 
- £ " 


t ^ a 
„ c ^ 

Q , _r\ 

g Si Z 

g £ p 

c & 

s d f 

«- n * 

-5 p ? 

§ ~ E 

§ S* Q 
C G. 

r ^ % 

* r 

p a g 

§ I S 

£ -g 

° £ g. 


^ & 

■- a 

n c 


• n 

as 

* a 

n *= 
55 

E P 
n h 


.A „ 

c c 


;& 

J? e 

rt n 

p.p 


X o 

c % 
n *_ 

8 g 

^ £ 


O & n C 

% n J= as 

&i n 

-. c -K r 

fc ^ c 

: ? p k 

I * £ “ 

r o n 
r 

p 1 n 

£ c F 


•c • •& 

•O • *5 

:§ :« 

* C s 

as 32 p 
n -ft n 
r i-rv 

g & C 
P r S 

as 5 a 
o ' c 


r c z 

n r fi 

&'°S 

| S fc 


Jj ^ n n C 

2- n p r E 

£* V, n 
& ri o n 

S r n 

l|P^E 

S^»| 

-£ ? S j> & 

Q I- -| i F 

§2^2 

*. p p 8^ 

a a c *--{> 

c „ n -ft c 

-4> r n c. 


n 

n 

n. 

ir 

n 

»i 

r 

z* 

r 

n 


n 

& 

c 

S 

0 

a 

0 

n 


r 

• 


fZ 




• 


s 

•r 





Diqitizedbv 


Google 








APPENDIX 




jf 
X i 


* P 

m r- 

a o v? 

71 

% 


*5 48 
| « £ 
< ^ ,£J 

a * s* 

* 1 g> 
.3$f 

-I s ® 
5 2 
8 s - 


j * £> 

^ oo co 
ip « »o 

00 r» _ 

if 1. 3 

‘"iS£ 

A » -T 

i 1 



B b 2 


37i 


Digitized by LjOOQle 


word indicating that it is to be cancelled. 11 Comp. Ketuboi } aa b. 



372 


GENIZAH STUDIES 


XLII. 

(Recto.) 

[jtno m’3 oni> wjimi norm wan Knm njwk ona as 
t mxK> mxm norm on nmnn 1 pan «m pot? ten k!>ik 
K twm *j!>n k$>k mn vb i^ki po n't^'inn m:en naie'Kn opa 
ruitwn dpd ntroB’D iwn none on nno nro 6 nno': nr »6 
nnaiaea noxp pnam ii>n enacn k$> i^ki pna nn?'Vi .now 
bv "po nnaoi pii>n mat? n'n'aiat? ronao now npma nx nrtoi 30 
K'm? pn'a dki upon p kw pima npm bv kxd: ok nwn 
OKI nnaoa nSn nao nb w dki nnwa niroi nDi ni> w ok pnxn p 
.nao noii> new ruoKJi nSn row nn«Kn one roiena nnao on row 
'ok ’tnap nao »*n pi^n mae' nnaiat? roeae nnoK ropo *pna b w 
onb wpb p jpot? 'an mi> 'ok naini> tpaa mai laK^t? roTBiat? iwot? 35 
mi> 'ok nm nipavK bo pKt? mi> 'ok on? byn now pnam prtv 
mna i»a pkb» 'a!> m b 'ok "zrbv byibv byibv rwaa nosy pnam 


(Verso.) 

. nap$> ’ktik e'oac'n nono on nton nmnp nnK newa nt?pD nw 
.. 'an ok on nnnna moo $>a: nnya mp patA 'an nb moK 'ann 
“iron p rbm npea on .iKin rovnt? nnK newa ntrpo it tumann': 
b'yon) 'ai> T3 roi^p Tn'P *npon not? 'na ni> 'ok pm' 'ann napi> 'KnK 
erow mae^n no*K ^a na: 'k rwanroi ni>pan na^n iron 22 by b 5 
k5> 'k ton ’nnroi 'K ronn'K^ 'Sn? i'ox k{> mno 'ova mn'aa 
nn.no nai'a KnK nnm nine nava Knnwi> paan jkd if»'K ona 
mmaa ron'K 'a noit> Kxo'n dk p'-idk 'o k$> ik ’!m?i> inx 'o 
Knpn Kam KmiKa mn'K 'a Sdk ’tnono k^h dik'd »W inx k5> 
k 5> nnan Ko^n K'.n nnnon jva Kta^n ik '^w? 1'nxi Knonoi 10 
kbkb ann mma 'eowi* p:'ni>'KB» K:na an ’'otn pot? Kn p»wn 
iai> panx na mno wa an ’3'o pan pw 'a pwm ann mna win anni 


mo nnK 


kJ> jnoKi npna 


1 Niddah, 65 b, end. * =nw). * Explanation of inaro nuDH. 

4 Text corrupt. • Our texts, non. • Read mnt. 7 Comp. 
Niddah , 66 a, end. • Niddah, ia b, top. 
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xLin. 

(Leaf i, recto.) 

.on noK ta'n 'npcnm wipm 1 ’niton 

... pcfci jip wsm *10 n rrro ‘’inpenro ,mpm 

*... i nun.... p mino mw 'pea rwom 

.k 'cam vxb mat? jn i!>’tta D’Tnon 

.am 'ok ’npen wp ’niton itint 5 

.p onaan nana na^n a*i 'cit intiot? 

k .... n yb ... !>n maa d’-iddo D'’otr ’tidi 
wri 'ia 'p.i 'j£& rn now **ii> 'i 'dk 4 a*tp ’jdd 
panan *ain torn an n^tt nit oby bv wan 
n ... paw paini> p’aen nen an *ni>N i^w io 
7 'jranw ton an 'a wpi> nni>Di'" itw jyob 
nruo n^ana moan ttoi’ ’f>poa nW> ]b 
bi '-wd nnai^pm d5>ip m pn' rout nonai 
ttmipDa a'nwn ’opo ini>an mu *n 
itnnpD none rMipn toiwo tto^n piddio i 5 
a*ip mn mxo pan urn • pvn’iti> i>'ato 161 
mine onaan non i>ait na'en dp omaan 
injh tpo'n ttot? rr'ntsn n^ait Dip pp Kin 
rowi ^aitw Dip mwnt? *a by »ito mipoa 
■on p*iit'... not? nnen 5 >attw ~in«^ nnno ao 
.... io aip minrw ’D by «|M mipoa nfcpfcp 
tptoa f)DiD3 min’ h'ifr Ji'iiit? mine 
p*.ii ninoa min’ nrooa nnioa min’ 
moitt iiair n’iwi v6en rout rrioiit 

. it,,, avn pvtatta as 

.... Wvyv noa ... nai>n npn t-nat? 8 1 ’jd‘> 

’*' p3d5>d pin \t . i6.inp wk aw 

'nwp Va by b 5 >inoni ptt® !>a by b nbant? wnfo 
.. ’*’ ait t 'na.. .. 'niton $a by b n^ni 

niroap.lii^bi? nan' 'a iifi^S $iti inorri'i 30 

1 Yoma , 36 b. * Read uy«nm wm? comp. Rabbinowicz, ad loc. 

8 ma:ttn Vyi rrovnrr *jy n v rcto otto? 4 Read an yrco. * Midrash 
TehQlim , XIX, 17a. • Read rbb '>n. 7 i*n, 30 d ; ed. Hildesheimer, 154. 

• Read n-nnS. • Comp. Lev . R. f III, according to which the text is to 

be supplemented. 
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(Leaf t, verso.) 

nr oniaan or Drrb 'rmnnt? 
nroi oniaan or omb nunr "pv 
or Drrb nrnnn? in* ona rut? Did 
nrnnrn ana w m^ Did inn Dniaan 
'dim 'nan rb nrw Dniaan or omb 5 
'dim apjr p nrjrb 'n wp by at? aba 
um *yt?c a ' 35 ? riaiem nr 'in pp bi 
'oan upn noh non na nMDrrt pm 
on nop oniaan ova ninja rnnp!> 
yot?' Dno nnia qik bos oibn 10 
d w pd um no m!>'m naitm nt?p nnnrm 
•iattn may -nyt? nr wp by ae> aba 
nayt? pa Main an 'em win 'nna na 
i^ nnnin ii> mnin na nasn nTay dim 
■ mna ii> nwt md* m!»'m Mnp Mpb i 5 
on^ ltpyn 'it? MDnn nM Dinai> -]nxi 
'dim Ma’py 'n nm,T 'n 'nan air nb 
noa jn?e *ieo nt?M Yt? "pie um 
ab ani> n?jn o«pd um no m^m nwon 
oiny bv man 'in 'na 'pn vsb nt?o noM anr ac 
bne*!> or6 nnannt? ann epa 5>aea 
Dn^ Dm Min n noib Dnrnnap ibt? 
bnt?* it?y m 5> *ni> p jrenm 'noM biy ie»yi 
na pnna jn^ na m^m nt?yD iniM 
nr oaai> n\m jn» m 'nan nait?n *ba$ as 
b nixo b nM noe6i nM on^ 
ob£ onuain oni> ao" &»{> ona 
nt?j nt?M aina ’an 'dm min' an 'cm 
M i> * pyt?a .. oa.. 'ai nnon noa yea 
bni> iia«no1 brrim anyi mioi mb’ 30 
‘ n " K .'ann... di? 'boa Mnenai 


1 Toma, 86 b. 
differently, 
and comp, a'rr, 


* Abodah Zarah , 4 b, end ? ; our texts and MS. read 
Read im rraoi. 4 Read rm ri oti mc*Di hov 'frvi 
31 a, ed. Hildesheimer, 155 , end. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

n$t?na M*nww nx Dn*ayi 'nemo 
pyno 'n’B’ya xi>m payno nye>na *ai 
'ycna nmtsn ^aixn $>a i> noii> xi>’x 
... HPn wn nayna i^'xa ainan vbv n^yo 
paano nae> ntry nnx p pia*m nw 5 
px nipwin * pm 'a 1 nnx... a rrb na 
tnip ’am jnix paano bn jnix payn 
p^n ime> na D*ne 6 Dnipi nae 6 
max D'ne 6 mp 4 na pnm mxoa 
an 'dh mi> x'ya’D nac 6 omp paano 10 
rxai nSna xn *naa xn xno'n 
»nt?a ^ax^> Van rrn jnix paano 
myt? t?i^a mix pivaxo niye> 
to 'to yanxa inix ib'axo eni>t?a 
p pm’ 'n 'oxn pm’ 'n 8 noa jnix paano 15 
p niyt^> [nix paano nat? mts^y nnx 
mxno pock'd nnx Din nap nnpy 
nw vbv p nipia'na xnmxno 
pia'na inix po’i>pD nnx Din nap 
m na 'oxn pm’ 'na xnabn £ xo’pi ao 
xnmxno po'^po nnx dvi nap nnpy 
nnx dvi nnpy vbv p npia’na 
pycp 'n 'dx pia’na xnmxno po’^po 
tpoxo pn’ ’aa bv& tv ‘p 4 ?^ p 
i»y t|x xio.. omsan Dva namaa^ 35 
x^aix na npan’on p'a xin nppon aa 
xonx aipxl KDnx 7 noixn naxn xbix ’a 
naicn nipyi> Vva ppddd px aipxi 
px 'i>yD ... n&ac D'nteah dvi xonx 
oniaan dv 3 ° 

. Read rmsoa rrt. * Porno, Mishnah, VIII, 9 ! Oemara, ibid., 8 a ft- 

3 4 Yoma, 8 a a. 1 n 03 ; the text following is corrupt. 

• Toma, 80 b. 1 Yoma, Mishnah, VIII, 9 ! Oemara, ibid., 85 b. 
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(Leaf 2, verso.) 

Dr dipd 5 > dik pae' nnuy ' leao 
Pk nun pai war ibso Dnisan 
ntt mm irv iy isao omron Dt* 

Kip 'dm .Tyeon 'i 'dk * itj^k 'i 'ok nun 
ptw Kon nnon « ' 3 tb Da*nKon iuo 5 
1B3D D’iDan or 'in 'ia 'pn k$”k ia -Vao 
naw?n nbm ’now* i’kd 'i n*n laao 
i 5> p^mo naicn new w Vaeue' 
ik Dnaiw kdik 'iv iSa oSyn W> 
idki un 1300 uk at? u nai3 8 u.ik 'k 10 
bi an 'ok min’ ai 'ok naie'n ’!>ya 
roiewi dvd nu muy iai rats' 
nniKa nun* ai ino .uom iu’si rroen 
min* ui piD iniKa Dipo iniKa new 
.iKon *ioa ye'D ibo ne»N 'na *dki 15 
p K’ts'p k^> n’ 5 >x* k 5> rye's .idso 'nai 
U’KB' Kona p DDiiDon 8 D’&on Kona 
[K3 ai 'OK 1U1D 13 KIDn 31 DD11D0 

nnuya jra nuni> dik pats' nnuya 
mm* '1 ia ’di* 'i tnn oipoi> dik pat? ao 
p^mo nnewi nyo muy ia 1 y dik idik 
n’yui b pbmo n’e^e' ii> p^nio 8 m.. v~b 
’yss’D ne^>e' bv idk na 'vo i$> p!>mo pK 
bi jn iuki wa*ew k{> nyaiK i>yi foie* 

’KD 133 Dy Biots' D*oys fcw* nto 35 
Suk lU’xa ’iro ’in non ui idiki 
^ 3 7 pm’ 'i 'ok K 3 K ia rr’i 'i 'ok k^ i*n*a 
bylb k!tk irasro xb 8 i 5 >b 3 D’Kusn 
nnKi k 5 > py d’iidi D’P’ix !uk naie'n 

1 Toma, Mishnah, VIII, 9 ; Qemarah, ibid., 85 b. * Keritot, 25 b. 

3 Yoma , 86 b. 4 Read Damn. * The scribe wanted to write 

DDT) Don, but wrote D’Don, which he cancelled. • Read rraiD 

7 Sanhedrin , 99 a. 8 Read jVo. 
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(Leaf 3, recto.) 

'irtiin xirox '*n x3'Sbi iS nannS nvy inSn D'nSx 
.... D'pm px jHDiy naien ’Sy3e> cipo 
ruiB»n 'Sy3 e'en ix'm nxvn dodo onioj 

.S 31D3 iSn mx D'33 ’3B» xS w iSoS 

PirnS diSc> mSe> 'w 1 nyn nrnnS xt mxi 5 
rrip'yo m» 3 y nno pirn 'xd anpSi 
nxnp 'xd w'jn 'noxn * X 3 'sn'n xrra 
jno vh ran 'e»y ns 0133 vdxSd '» s «ra 
x'nynn mom pm 'n psai 'in Sip3 
xSi 'X3*S 'S c6n nS -idx xnmtso x*nn 10 
mox So'3t 'td xa'x xj'vo xSi 
T3KJH }XD nS nox XDD T3T X3'X mS 
n>u3 sin'i p»So tauri tnat? xn Sox xn 
xn nop jo nS idx "xn 'xd mS xnox 
DSiyS xSi ntn nSiya 3010 xn3 S'bxs 15 
xS "xn 'So X3XJPI’ mn 'x n'S xnox 4 x3n 
3n 'ox nsien 'Sy3 'cxn ®o'n iS xsnyvn mn 
qvb vrS moy •an X3t? Sa an 'ex .mm 
nmx3 mw an 'ino uo*n Svsi miewn 
e 1 ' ‘pan un pis lmxa oipo inixs new jo 
nx ne*'3 xSe> wnnS» new pnoix jnt? 

;no em new nwxi Doon iS'x unspr 
wmS* Sy nnuor wupr new pnoix 
new poix iS'xi iS'x naien 'Sya iS'x 
'Di* 7, nex iS Sno’ xone> nai xon xSe> *o 35 
iS'Bx non nx O'3pon Sa X3'3n 13 
nsiy dx '33 ’’so id'bS *pv mnana 
TB noxa ne>pi3 *pB3 ntS nypn lynS 

1 From mn—"|N'm not in our text of the Talmud ; for read r. 

4 Kiddushin , 40 a. 3 mia ? The spelling of l for Kamez is found 

elsewhere ; comp., for instance, below, p. 388, line 2, ttch = w. 

4 From amo—win not in our text of the Talmud ; after aiD'io a word or 
two are missing; read raiD or something like it, and comp. Baba 

Mezia, 59 a: ... loxy b , D v ir. 

B Fowa, 86 b. 6 Sukkah , 53 a. 7 Ybma, 87 a. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

5*303 *33 kick nm obp 7 * *tdk3 mobi 
'tok in arm oemo -p5> tpt «pa ftta *3 
bv rrnnn zrbzo id*b5> 7*0*1 pn... 
cwmk 5>p ~\tr 'iv ms *33 mbv 

*5> rm 1 *n*apo -ten *nnon tck*3 5 
*33 mrp k*3d mas -Ton tjov an tck 
'** 5» *nttt3n tdm nap 5>p propoi dtk 

*D3* 't 'dm n *nbane' nr *335 >b5>3 5>ktb" *nf>N 
5>k 3T*ano nb*no E'paco 5>a woo na 
'm d*dpb rvtr\bm> n*n* 3300 trpa* 10 

T*ntt VTB 03 KB) 03K f|D3*5) 3TOKT3 03 
'33 K3 KB' onjn 7l5>D3 OJH *3 DT3KD03 
5»5>Bn*3 , 3B' *TJ3K KO* kJv 5>Od5> 5 p3D3 
3^'DK '33 Dv 6 k KBT*3 D*o 5>KO 5>K D0T3K 
TP l5> i»0D3 PK DSP3B' pDD bo 3^ JIT3 15 
*3 b*ko ntw 3B7i onjn 330*0 cpa**^ 

3TDKB' )5>*K i>3 *3K0 *D3 M3I3 K30 K*33 
l5>*BK 3D3W TpX *DT 5»3K 13603 TPX *DT 
’B' TP 3$> i»0D3 PK n3’03 *^K 5>3 3*TpO 
T*3PD0 5>3 *K3KT 'DK 33D*0 6^3’ jo 
, 3B' 3’PBt) bo bv b PT*3PD 3*n3T*D bv 
KBT3 KBT3 *d5> PE'S bv T33P3 PP KB03 
4 3KT PE'S bv T33p Kris' *d 5> pp 
0*5) D**BD «5> KO 0*5) D**BD 0*5) D**BD 

1 Bead tpvtt. * Baba Kama , 92 b ; our texts differ essentially from 
the reading of the fragment. 8 Rosh ha-Shanah , 17 a. 4 Read 
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(Leaf 4, recto.) 

.... nna men t&i Dipn trup tb 
t«na 1 na^ pp Kena Toa iw ns 'nai 
nnKe6 yvt by naip torn? 'zb pp 
bs 2 '« pnv 'na naKn tow an ir6ru 
n^nna vrpo ^aa Tom 'nai vam 5 
'na nan nrpfo 'n "non *poai>i pn* 
inwpoa wvb dWi nnK ’a non "fa 
ineTnaa vnvb oi’B'n nnK ’a ni>nna 
by '«* napn newt non '* in *pd 3 &i 
•bzbtt pm' 'n 'dk 'ai '« k Knp’i wb 10 
noina nc*6 nro« nt avia Knpo 
pKDin tanr'C' par i>a nvab 'p 'n b now? 
by Dr6 ^rma 'ski nrn nnoa nay '&b 
tm Korm? Dnp ton 'an tan'n'aip ^a 
ntnyi dik tttann? nrw6 Kin 'am 15 
non am d'bk -pK pam oinn i»K naien 
nnina nna nun* a'n 'dk ncKi 
op*n nmnn |w nn'o nnenr enbvb 
'n 'dk n*na nna 'aaK nan notoi 'a v 
* KTon ppots' 'n 'dk Kana na ^Katon ao 
na papno pKt? manr n'apn bz 
no by * K'ani n'apn na'K {'Knts* 'ptsnfi 
nb ^pi nay by nnoao nairn no 
on ninn nawn no by) nenm 
nin'D ^pi mn'na by naao D'niaan as 
'K'ann \b Kao 4 moa ntppn k5> ^pi pn n '3 

'dik nrp'ta 'n 

1 Both ha-Shanah, 17a,b. * Keritot, 6b; our texts read wn 

instead of bnao. 8 Comp. Foma, Mishnah , VIII, 8 ; Qtmara , ibid., 85 b. 
4 =iow. 8 Foma, 86a. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

'to npi’ k!> nottj npj idi^> own *k 
npj note -mst? np3’ k^ noi!> nt?Dt« 
np3o is'ki d'3b 6 ton np3D nx irto 
minse? nn’ay !>s !>y D'3t? irtteb 
ninon K3t? k!>i ni!>p K3t? t 6 npson ton 5 
1 tots' nto k!> too'mM r« kj»*x 3 
tot? tth D"no tot? vb t6 tt'D'mea noii> 

*int«i> to!? '*ntt i>i>3 nas'o k!> nn'o -wtk!> 
nous ntt inx m 3 k!> d"itd pk rinns 
'xpo i!>'bk nx’rrn -i’dk3 p'TDtt sp to 
k!>'k I'ion in' i’3E i!>dki «|«n nxpo 
ini> nt? ns n!>am "fro D ’333 d’!> 33 p dk 
P'3 pnoK 'o k!>ik tOiTctt ttnD'oi? 

*ist?3 mam ttom '!nj *03 '3'no 

IK “I'DKT p'3DK '03 'K IDT *'t?tO 3K 15 
'0 '3Kt? ni?31 1*5*3 3133 Kd!>H 5, K'oi>'n 
D'"I1B3H Din T13'3 l!?'BK p'“IDK 
Ij'skt pi n3ni33 mm ms 3"no 
'HD'K *1KE3 !>3'D1 mi31 DU 3i»n 
n'T333 nmy't? ‘nros ira yron jo 
ms 3"n'o Kin |3'noK kp kh nine 
noi!> KXKon dki .33 ivk kud'k 
IK KTl'nitnO KUD'K iT3 .T3 n’K 
ki!>'3k k!h y3nt?o itai ni> pssno 
pm ureoD -m khd*k i>'3to as 
“nisKim rmso nine Kin kp'bdt 

1 Bead ksoti oto. j Read ’C!CN. 3 The strokes indicate th»t 
this word is to be cancelled. 4 Read jvwt. 5 Be»d’ n 8 

doubtful; ran'O'i ? 
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(Leaf 5, recto.) 

ttp’Krt mn ttmittno n'DK 'mno nine 
rr£ mn jaanno iki Nnoinh Kn'mtn 

JJ’TDN KP ID'D K^ipSl pTI KP'BD 

pia'y newt 'amt sra'K a”n'on 

na'Di mrmi n"nn n^att ’iK$>'y 5 

!>a *a 'an nta'on vns&m inaon nJj'yai 
mn ovn ovya nayn im rein 
a«mo pipy rron 'anK ! d'pn a"rm? 

na na!>a n"nen n^att i>y kdSjh ik 
rrensn 'am 'ma Kcno nayn k!> ja’iDK 10 
a"n'D pninatt na^'n na'y ina a'na 
'pea nx layn 'nan pa kdS>h ik nna 
'nnaKm itryn k^> na^o i>ai ''nai 
avion Kin spaa 'ia’y ma n'Kn '«'yK 
k!> wn m'nan ntax ina'a 'kd nna 15 
ini> n'ay k^> 'a ian i>aK s 'nnen i>'aK 
a*nna k^> iai>'n s?ca ma‘K ina n'i> 
*jann yov Kn •in'apn nnatf ina 
dpi nn'D pneao 'tni oentf nKtan 
iiafemn nanwin oy D'nsao D'niB'an 20 


1 Bead rnno. * =nd' 3 8 n*o 'man? 4 Yoma, Mishnah, 

VIII, 8; Otmara , ibid., 85 b. 
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XLIV. 

(Leaf 1, recto.) 

mniaina bn 'aiy ‘nyoK'to 'ioa 'ea 'tw 5>a e"x b*n 'jo 
'h'v dib^ DjriDa jn 'xe> 'in apy* p 'ry^x 'n 'yin iayn 'an 
mW na'pr^en na'p6 rrbbv pin x^>e> 'moa jn 
iwa penn rb pin xta 'aiy jn 'ids didS* 'in 'iDa 
ai-pp 'xe* t|Di* 'n *ani poenn mo'a ppnt? xS norm 5 
prniona penacw P'dib anao na ana* xinr nea 
new w 'inn ^a win 'n 'xn win '-6 rrb njpdd prenata 
* i^'ni : naira inn wvi’ maaa xvn naaa xax n!>n 
neaaoi naixi name rbvJ? neny nevnv niaxi>D 
nova nenyi nona b njraoi naa nx npanai nteaoi 10 
pnt? 'aao nS 'bin tb 'mo xi> nnx nriBt? ii> nmaan 
nx njrao n*x vbv naa nx 'una ''to 'bod row 
nouan i^bn 'in 'ry^>x '*1 xirnpa naem yanx nonan 
nN'ao niroant? nova nitryi* nBia ninor nxo ii» 

incx nx TTon 'in $>oa p pot? pn non *rb 15 
nx'ao r6eant? naina ;mi xw nax^o nien^o 
myawi nanoo nd'n 'j n bo ’'mo :dione' ’t!> 
mm 'n 'xn n«n 'na xH pmano xnn x’mna now 
n«n 'n uxn o'aa!> x^>x new pxi 'bi^ xiw new px 
pan un naa nx '*aoi :newn nwwn 4 xiw new pxao 
l^xi pro tnn nyanxi pncy ny ^im par pia'n 

1 Keiubotf 47 b. * Kelubof, Miahnah , Y, 5 ; Oemara , ibid., 59 b. 

5 Ketubot , 59 b-60 a. 4 Read 'r'CDrt. 


Digitized by ^.ooQle 



APPENDIX 


3 % 


(Leaf 1, verso.) 

enan jn*iN i^bn 'in yenm 'n 'rjr$>N 'n 'an ppe> para 
any nenbw wens noai wn pnnno pn ene> pat? 

N3N Nnp’ao moN trn , 'Sm jyenm 'na tpr 'n 'on 
N np’jo^ mi> N 3 N Nao'^tro 'in tom 'xnai> rr 6 
TiaJ> ’P'pn frnn'Ni> r 6 'in !>ya : p'yes? mni> 5 
pa'nita Nnp'ataV rr6 N3N wciw mi> 'dn N’m 
rr6 pnnnoi NnN 'annN nw oa Nnn'Ni* rri> 
P'Bao mo'Ni> ni> in' 'n pina 'tra yn by Npia^ 

'nm Nr6n 133 '5na '3m naaon '3 bd mi» npodi ni> 
Nanv n^i n'D'N^ ni> jn' «nii 'nn' Nn^n nna ^>3N 10 
paen aoen s Navn :rr<b Np'aon ni> p'Baoi Npna 
NnN33 puma Nnwai '33 m$> n'Ni mpa n^i Naioo 
Npim 'a'a niD'y ]bpv |ao3'o nai paen 'oaa jo 
piaan N3n'ya 'N poa'Nn N3Tj?a jNircn Nin 
IN'no nS 33 by t|N ninaia pco '.nf> '3«r np 'ni 15 
'a Galena pnnN o^iyo oyta 'no 'oa'a mmy j^pr 
irk n'i> jN'no n^i |3D3n 'ni jN'no N^n Nin NBiDa 
naira nan 6\n pan'^nN '^iriN p'noNn 4 'a'3 mo'y 
inni pai> nao^N * '^m jnovy^ mn' 'npyoi pnNn cy 
niawai nm'B naina pi> w ornn pai> 'i^m 'na ao 
t y pa non dn n'aib'N nnw naoi>N nnN m^ai 

1 a*n, 71 b. a a*r», 71 d. 8 Written over something else, and reading 
doubtful; read 'a dwo pnom citzro oyo »ho. 4 ='D 3 ':. 5 a'n, 58a. 
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(Leaf a, recto.) 

mrro ru’K pn royo ’kb?^ ■j’kw’ss? *pb 1 uobsP'P 
: wpb «b vs?ay ny nouns? ton nbian mba pb 
’panb nKtr'Ji ooa nb on win't rbvb nKB*3 mo 
'ina ’b D’bs? ib nnoto 'zrbwn by nnrm oua nb om 
mb nb nbs?o u’K oua 'b vm ’sranb nttsru nm? s 
tta’m : n’D-inu Kb itoy ny nb noib ton bia’ 
prs? nen? kud pit? ns?y ua ib’mo ttnajnsn 
KnayKi Kb’BKi ttnairttn saw : nb’Bnt? nys?o 
nnbKb Kpssi D’bBab nprmn '’bki 'jrw Kb’BKi 
n*b"ib nprmn *ai prs? ~m mna Kns?ob in* r° 
*mm to’m nb n’K 'ina bax moo nua’b nar «b 'tn 
nna "ns? nncKi nb n’b *tsm wnntto pa mb n’K 
’ja ’b onbn nnttb aiD 3 ’tti pimto K 3 ’ya prp ~wv 
mam mnatt tsnpDO tsb tom 'yo ’kd 'ina ttba Kvn 
ms?o ittb 'tn tom nsyts nono ntta "mi ’to 15 
nmapb tnoi tn’b ttnorn tt 3 'ya ttbtt mam mn’B 
nt?y tonsn K’m naina nb *3301 toyo nruyo 
'ott Kim K 3 *m jnb’em nnrm nb’on wk pst? 
Kbs? Kvn ns?y "ns? ob 4 ’to p 3 t? nt?y ua nb*an 
"ns? Km nt?y ua ’b’BK Kb KnoK K’m nainaa *0 
ns?y ’b 

1 j'n, 68 d. * Bead Kim. * Read Km * Read Km 
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(Leaf a, verso.) 

narb to’tn 2 : by «)K 'yo 'no ruoto K*n 'on 'an 'on 
neraa Kptno n 5> K^stn rrn'K dn nnxa nana non? 

'ik ton ;ni> paDa «t>i d'Titn ps^nn Knnpya 
tnaip nm 'rytw na 'y 'n 'ok 't>'DK nr6n 'on 1 nixan 
ma'y nonat* *mn aa by «|Ni naoKa ton pnow 5 
Kptno mn t6 nnbn K^'DKn iKt> 'n nnta nana 
tovn :n!> paoa nS pn'nx r6 pex'n pt>Baa mt» 
n*a’o moK tom 03 nt> n'tn par ~m nne> Ktn 
ttn Nt>'Ki : rri> D'p vb mm pna nnv u'tn Kin 
nerpa *pn ienn naut* ia'a D'ot? onn onKpn 10 
k^k K'n tcao'ne kH rntro vb too'no it6 nd!>k 
' i»'D on 'an nayot* 'yano pan niOKn dic'd 
none ntta 5>aK nayo none n«a na’Kn t<a'n 
s nait?K nan aa by ej«i naina tne'ni t«n nayo 
NipDO Dtnyin pot? p'btjkt *at> 'an pot? k5> 15 
3Daoi> n’i> Kn'ai na’o 'aa rrS» n'in Kavn :'an 
K3K"i 'nt Knien n't* n'K wnroc Knn'K mt>'y. 
npnat* mt> n;?B'Nn Kim ins?K by pt?a noa s pK ttena 

1 Add 'Vi. 2 Read rrrorai or rrjwpw in. 

3 ■* DIM; the spelling with j is frequently met with k in the Genizah 
Fragments of the Yerushalmi; comp, also below, p. 390, line 5. 


C C 
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(Leaf 3, recto.) 

'KI fli'CS ^3 1(6 n6 K33yD 'KI iropia'Da 

muo nb Knn 'rains 6 am pn*j 6 mote 
nyae> nnainao ni> pnms n$>ya by nvnon pro 
'Ki : ppmms nyae> 'nt .Turn 'n naeo pn 
k^> vi roc p'pQD vb nnainao oyro Ke*Dn 5 
vm* no'-in r6 p'rowi rb p'am 16 wo ttB"en 
« 3 itn"m ion moa vn byya 'jito 1*6 n6 ww 
j'poe kp 'an Krota'no pnma ’{nun pn roaa 
P'P&d up Djn'o nnainao KO'fim aa by t|Ki nmoa 
'am *v6i6 KD'a ni> p'ami byob n6 pmnoi nans rr6 10 
roan mt'n'm 'kd ^a« byo r6 anan 'itoa '^o 
wo ^a kewi 16 pai ro!> kbwi pa k.tok 
lO’m .*6 p'ami Kin mn n'a'ya ron'Kn 
'■re tta'K 'ki nt'*6 pmn 'ypnpo n6 nronm 
wiye' ion na *s?6m wb bo 'ypnpo ian^ 15 
prai 'ion pram 'ta'n paa KD'a nb aw Kp 
Ky*iKa nainon 'To ^ai Kin ^yan p6nn 5 >a 
itbid 'an nnan aa by t\n e>6n k 5 > 'naKn 
n^> a'n' Kpn unyr K'nnan p'a t?6n'K!> 

1 a'n not in the printed texts of the a'n. Was the original reading, 
in Babbi Jehudai’s a'n, simply a'n i'an, indicating the seat of the Gaon of 
Sura, to which later Nnurno ymra was added, without removing the 
original reading ? Then it may be assumed that the printed texts take 
this next step of removing the original reading, as useless. It is, 
however, more probable that the a'n I'a of the two Academies refers 
to the court presided over by the Gaon in opposition to the court presided 
over by the I'an. 
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(Leaf 3, verso.) 

Dipo in 'yov 'n'nn rrm jwn we 6 n vb nd< 3 
oipoi roiN’ra ina mm nno'saa ima 
pen^nn nine Ya ima ns« nna’iaa ima mints' 
ypnpb pnainom ite Yai rbv nnwaa ypnpn p 
Na\m : 'mx? 'na pnaim rbv Yai ita nno'iaa 5 
nnim im min nona \x min nnet? mi> N^'in 
pmn imeu rumen nau nonai i>yai> unh 
NTiNnDNi niona nSia pan rwjn 'j^an aa i»» ejtn 
aibea nnats' nim i»yai 3ii>D nona nim 'an urn 
'nae' nima 3ii>o nona *611 ien> 'dn min nen<i» 10 
’D 3 :iic nnae' nim *\h i>yai> 3ii>o 'na niii no 3iio 
rnijna 'an , ioe' 'on mn na min 'n 'dni i>yai> 
nimyn moral NnNfiDN p.n jNnmn Navn 
nnim -pn p puDpio nnn nnim Na'Ni mi> 
Npno "ndd rb p*am rro'N mpoa nn nn 15 
N:n n!>n annoi e^n n» 33 n Noi>ea pnoN 
>03 3ii>o nona nim li'BN nn'oi> e"'n '« no? 
nona nim i^as nmoi> e^n t<i> 'n nrp 3 nevn 
N'enets an 'dn p'pnaoi nn: iyan 'D3 3ii>o 
mn 3ii>D nona nim ’3Nen nmoi> emn Dinyi> 10 


c c 2 
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(Leaf 4, recto.) 

Ka’N «n n'o'x «nnD nw ’NT byab 'iN.-n nop 
1 hot 3'ben Kin kbwui wip fob Np Nbi Kjnt 
nroob p*eron Nb 'on 'tdi nroob p'eron 'ok 
ks'ni ones' in nona nn’o ’ton Nam baK 
Dipoa “in in inn nnbn n:n p p’opio nnbn s 
pro :bya pnb b’pe' konst nb p’aroi roo’K 
npbo nao’ oropt ronesn pay ni> ibea ’03 
roben Kin pj’pra niroa baiN Kim ypnp jna 
Knp rob N’ba W’d no mao mbiN oa i«bn 
nao’ Nb ban nan!) vuo mbiN * 33*1 Dnb’ baK io 
Nnb*o rob Koroi ’n”o ’o: ’k ’robio xpn fvan 
nn nn won nnbn ^n p p’opio byao pe’ob 
: byab K’in konst nb paroi roo’K ropoa 
Nsrabi ’3KDi KBDai Kam rob nb"jn N3’ro 
no’ya roroxo H’d ba wie^dsti ondi KO’D’ai i 5 

ib'anNi roaom ’do ’N ond i:n mb ’ibex ’ni Kbps' 
mr n’b nb”y ’ki n’o byao ’piBNb nb rob mb 
iron KpD’y pna ’nay kp ’oa ’k in*3*ya mawm 
rob Kbps' ’.tk n’b nb’’jn nn ian p KpD’y Nvom 
b'ps> mb'y kd’no NnNioi robia KpD’y Kinnb ao 
bya rob 

1 = i ^ for Kamez according to the Ashkenazic pronunciation; 
comp, above, p. 377, line 7. 2 Head Vow = ltorvw. 
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(Leaf 4, verso.) 

Rvina 'to in'a'o t?B Rb mba mb iban'R 'ri 
dip 5 >yao 'piesxb ni> n'ninnD Rpca Rpn Rnyt? 
nnanaa nnby inan'ana Rbi tu'n ’bo 'am ditto 
ni> pnrv octroi bna jrv nnby wnni? 
to'n bat< R'n Rpaa Rpn Ra*n 'bo 'am 'ypnpoo 5 
aman i>a p'aao 'ypnpo mi> n'« na ni> P'bd Rpn 

;'.tr mi> ntonto pa w*r nf> anan pa nnainaa 
Rbi yae»n noR dri nnby n'i>api rdur n'ao 
&a nyiat? «b Rmen rrb 'rjiod 'td nba 
r 5>3 pa 'dr one rd'r na 5 >ire> r3r 1 'an pm 10 
jo pa 'lae’ 'pa pa ma 'pa pa 'nt? R^>a pa nna 
PR pent* pa Rin pa p^R rddo jo pa ’Dao 
ynfi’i* Ran 'an 'dri? new no biR nniR py'at?D 
'act? 'dr |ona 'n 'dri 'iat?a r^>r yne' r 5 > poin'n p 
int?R ns a'cnon pm : o'no na a 'iot? RaRa 'abn 15 
nyaena nr 'nn R'enoicR nanat? ir n'arian 
'dibr na'o Rb n*anan 'enn Rb nvnn? pr i>a 
by ibaR 'ir 'tyi>R 'n njraarnb ba' d'r n? 'nn 
nR noa «b nt 'nn 'an tan :nno'y by) naba 
na'ot? ir rvaian nRe>y 'tarn pi nnan p intwt ao 
'w r5> nvnn? pt ba ny'atfo nr 'nn 'oidr 

1 *= pn and not 'n. 2 Head Vwt? as in line io, where the scribe 

first wrote bNVD© and then corrected it to ; comp, below, p. 390, 1. 19. 
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(Leaf 5, recto.) 

ny'ae'n^ ^o' u'n nr 'nn 'men nro nS n'aron 
nr nn 'dibn 'na Nin nonan 'enn n!> i^bn im tjt^n 'n 
mrya ttbv ne’N jw nsn'p for i>a mpawa 
nnD'v i>jn na$>a by ni>ja "na nn« nyt? iS>'bn 'oidk 
'y'btt 'm : nB'Bpa tyro ay nn 1 pN r« nwta '~b b 'ok 5 
pra 'din 'yot? 'n NB'oa ONn Npi 'ana '^n "mi faa*n 
nj’N nniN prae'D peni' nnaina njramr 
nniN pirapo penvn j'n nnaina nyain 
p*mo) ni> on np nton 'yop 'n Nn janoNi 
'piBN^ 'yet? 'nn N.n nbb an 'on fa'pooi 'n^iao 10 
na'ennn aa by «|N nao 'ycv 'nn taam 'ry^N 'nno 
y'att’o nro n!> ^a 5 >ya 'dibn nanai noon 
nniN pirauna j'eni' 'yet? 'n 'on Npno ni> 
pB'ni' 'aa$> N^aan Nam nniN jratro !>yan pto 
na'ennn aa by t|N !>ya i>3N ni> pyrnenan ton 15 
by t|tn nniN jrae-D 'so n^> 'bibn na'oi nooan 
no'oi> Na'to pani Trr .mi> mn 'ym 'ni pann aa 
N 3 Na 'yot? 'nn no"? Npno n^>n pana 
^'n 'iot? 'on pna an 'oto D'non nd'n na *'ioer 
'oa nbb an wiki tanon nd'n na ^nb> n3K3 jo 
nSa Nnyotp Np'ta 'yet? 'ni? nxnna nnnan 

1 Comp, above, p. 385, note 3. 2 Comp, above, p. 389, note a. 
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(Leaf 5, verso.) 

TO vb bb* i>yan 'yet? '*d rw’e 'yw nbb 'ana 
innna nnt<i> mfen peni* nS>n intPN^ ni> y*awa 
royea N^t? pyaeo iVni : pn'ino *D3 onoi 
nmPtin nswm panoifiNm ponwri pcnurn 
•yo'tb to n$> 5>ya no^n n*an pi man lira ronui 5 
kS *n3idd p , td n^n nVi 'b ’yaruw intw^ 
no 3 ia *a3 t6a byJ? ntw '33 nyiat? jnajw 
j6n y-ic'n vb .mama nosicn pm .mama 
yne'n *6 nynB N*ne> m'yo nn« nyi 'laeo 
nyiB3m 'in’ ’Da:oi pnaywo poaio 'iae>a t6tt io 
nnaina no3isn r'laea yna’n n 5> waa ibv 
I'nana nhpnn ni> 'cn nr s^n nnaina nn’n mra 
'laeo yiB’n vb mo n$>n ’n^apnn 'in N’m 
rtapnn ni> 'dn wa 'na w m’yta nnN nyi 
npTB mnt? m*yD ms nyi 'pnn vb in N’m 'ina 15 
iya 1 pnaiyp pDaso : 'ias?a n^n yifi’n n 5 > 
n^> nimp^n p njnfi’3 N*m p-inaS i’D33 nan 
VD 33 mm no lira 'in* *d33d 'iatra vbv yns*n 
inyiara n^n yifi'n n^ 'in*n p 'b*3 N*m 'in* *3B^ 
N’m dvi n3noi> b i$>n *'*a I’Jaa n^ nyns’sm ao 
pr $>a in 'yet? '-1 :'iaea n^n 'B*n vb 'Ba tbv njna’3 

• = piW3. 1 =1S’3. 
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(Leaf 6, recto.) 

mfenya b'm : niaito ni? b* t<a!a i»3N jnDoi> si* 
nanv ''n ninoi> nan* na'N .*naa poaa 
nnn'D n^> dni mno^ 'ns maa nirc6 
ni> n'K at<n 'Da'ao Narnia spn 1 Nam : nroDn 
-mam 'opo kw dm «!nn ny *oaa nt^y 5 
a«r sp 'm : 'aa 'vry rb n'N .rua nVi aa by ns 
n!> n'N nw «in aa by *|Ni mau NWa 'rw ni> 
sin Mn ndid '3 dik'd janoNn 'yo 'nd 'aa 'try 
'’Tdnt 'aa 'try nb n'i> N'nn sin n 3 , D3 , k 'to mito 
'W>ddd n!>i 'ypnpDD warn'D 'ai pan^rw 'inriK 10 
niaam rwtn 'wo niairo : .*id 3 -ib^ pa nutto^ pa 
ni> 'ni Niaa 8 twin :'aa 'B*y 5 Navn byi 'ana noane 
4 paten mn Naan an 'dn rnayon \xn5a 'aa inn>i-6 
naiyi> 4 paten 'Sm nap n^> '\yb 8 naiom naiyi> 
mn’anfa rri> 'nt sinn : nap n^nBoV nap n!> 15 
n^ 'm ma in D'Np mn d'd wi paai> "Daa 
pnao *tna nap ^t mi> 'dn nna n^>i sa'ya t6 wni 
mom'm pax 'n man'!» 'nas Ntn iap n 5> 'tit nan 
Dipoa pi>n n'ia n'N «n non nb wa '*n 
notn Nnsca pnan'n *bd maan 'n NinaN 'n N"aa ao 
Niaa Ntnn 6'n pi N"aa Dipoa p^n n'i> 

1 3 # rr, 71 d. 3 pm ? 

8 aVr, mb; ed. Hildesheimer, 455. 

4 Read rorarr. 8 Read room. 
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(Leaf 6, verso.) 

mrowi wis 'op *|Di' 't 'on " 33 ii 'NnnNi 'bo 'nt 
pnxi nn*m 'in 't loimo ni npon n:d tpv 't 'ni 
Nms Ninn :toi>D "3p 'ivn 'no ' 3 ii nvno 'n«i ' 3 ii 

'ini 'on 't 'on iromni "som 'pdb ni mm 
mi min 'i’o "am 'ai nwsi 'iNTm 'zb p33i 5 
mnNia p'as> «i NnN^a mi n'N iaN Nnnia 

p'D 3 Ni iaN P'D3T 'i’D OH1 n01N33i TTtyoi 

NT33 Ninn : mniai ito n'nN33 pat? n b 
'TNp 'D NT1N331 NT3 n'i mn "3ai '30 in*> 'NT 
'-ye nnmi Npiioii n^'n "33 Nm mi e^3N 10 
"33 mm mi) r:s 'tnp Ni mn tin np 'bo 
'331 "bn 'on 'nN Np n3nD3 mnmi naenyii 
mpm '3Nm'3 Noi’T n3nt mi 'on :bwi p 
'ONT 'ON n!>N BOpit? B'BTna D'3no D'33 1'nt5> 
Ninn jmmy ;rvN '331 'on «|DV't bn^n Niifi 031 15 
nN? 'o Nm mi Ni3 mi mn "33i 'bo ini 'nt nt 33 
mi mi p'i>DD NP Nil Ni'N N*13 NIB mi B"3N 

'nN np ntm'o mm mi npiioii ntyn'o Nm 
to Nm Nm mi 'tn?t b>on Tay 'on nb'bh bt 

NT3 Nm mi NTpoi PON T3y Ni 'ON 'PN 3T m ao 
mio |03n jo msn mion 'pn 3-1 m tot mnNia Non 
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XLVI. 

'Recto.) 

. T 1 D'r©on. 

Irfal by ropi jrw . . 

bki tiiokp prya mooi aVvy nciyi D'^aru ik nino htciy 
bniik new d*b^k inio nmoi» nsnoi *vj£ Tyo i$'!> nxi 
mp .... nya n»jr p nrw new iPbk ini' myn nnw npim bk hk 5 
pn iai $>a jo onaixa awn men? ruiot? bpvo ia Krw iixr aimy 
vooi bo nxnoo pirn non msiw «pD 3 irwoi Taw r 6 oi D'D p 
.. rus bo .. nS>.. nntt nx*ioi> *jW> nxii cw i> 3 K • ninrw new d«dVk my iW> 

.pinio new d«b!wd inv npim kw 'b by t|K min idd w nnwo 

.. v ... wo nne mix iw nwaon pa npDao ow men in dki ot? r 0 

.ip bo ox-man ■prae* mtao '33 !>a pnrooi ciuna ik oopa d'tiv .. 

D'nne oyo' nina runon i>a pi • 3 iTya nt try nr o'inn inn 
Kan jsnoK Kpia 3 imy 3 pinioi nns mix py 3 rvcm D'kina ik o':pa 
new 'eeon !>a • nat? nia^n • nrw an-ya ttno nSa .. aiye 
nao ^331 • iidk niyaom naca p'^ni» pinio nurepn nae »3 pinio 15 
m3 *>’B 3 i> iidki iniD 133 namn lS’ewi n'i>y naea rwiBi d'ibt 6 inio 
bo pa enoem 'b i>ai inio ii> pK ok tpi>nr6 iS b^bo naca D' 3'3 
'mi> pinio naea mnen n^att 11116 131 ia bo pai nom bo pai py 
i b ptti nuns ne rutr dki • ovn *>a n«ne> i>ex n^att bo nny 3 .i ly pmi> 

jnty D'apy '3D iai • inioi nmyo vho pro odd k'xi v bitt' no jo 
jiTD'o K’xmi> ok f^>ai«b> inioi emaca jpm o naea i^dk ii-ixi> 

2 ' 331 p niB'ybl DVD T 0 O*O 13^3 ntW 13 D 3 fpme6 11DK imm 11DK 
moa K’nB' nnxo no'spa ik maaai ns 33 i» 3 K 1333 li'ap iwi inio 
nai^i na^n iaii> pi^i hdk no'no bio nomo 't!> K3' k^b> nc 
Kine> yin no ot? oinnn iina nasr D'lip nosast? nsmoi inio mxo 25 

pnt?J> inio ;o3p o o .p.na!? k^k D"... tmi D'oiot jn. 

1 Halakot Kezubot in I, 15-16, a =p^n 3 i“. 
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(Verso.) 

. " . p.,. dm rn. 

.dk .b.. aoo tnnm. 

... t?.,. Kb pm rowa. kid ntw new. 

nnypa aK »ba Kb naeo d' .. jd ona naKW> *iidk 

niD«n D'D^p n*a -pbb hdw dtibd nyam by .Kipt? ? 

'a*D b bK 13t3D nVW^ maO pVJ>i> D'D pK'3D D’.fOBO 

t’DD B^l 1ENJ?!? ’ll lioaw IK 'lib +li »XW D' . . . y. 

•ay bK ao di' 3 pa natra pa jno bb hdn jjdt. 

pano aKa dk bK Dirann iana pmao pe^oa dk j. 

iK'an dk inK 'nerb pmao 'it r beo «a dki p-nDK. 10 

.... do naea bb mm .. an pa non ns • 'neb pm. jn.... 

b... b .b vomrb .... oa D'aa b mnon naaa Donn .. b mao 

.... ap .. m ~\v .. ib prranx b }b nat5»b baba ra.. i>... i>.... oa.... 

.bina pa d'd' 'n lana nbb D'en did d'k iaoK.. neb .. 

'ixp psd no pdd «n pdd db» aa'K pbd m Kan pso dik by b.. a ba i? 

.noi>... k .... ^ bat? naa pa • nat?a .. k a'b pbrto 'aa pdd 

.e* .. oatwb vby D'oa oab a^DK .. mavoa ai>'DK arbyb 

... n .. om mba *wab maoa atovaoa nbn n ... v n’an iana naaatr 
.... yt? b pv b raa^n^a no .. b bn nanro maoa naea D'Taaa 
/ *at?' ku' dki . nb .. tona bran mao mbs' ninmna b'aK.b ac. 

.. 'v nai ba aK b^'sa aK noa-isa anaen n aapi> *p*av ’aa b a-i^b 
D'an b aK o”at? b nvnn 'aso aan*y fra P« naea bbr 
13 k ... k .. bi> i.. k d . iba ivnn ba bb^> obo naapi> t*iv 

D«sb ib mao bK.*iaoK 'aan pa nap ba ... v 

oba noK a* 
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GENIZAH STUDIES 


XLVH. 


(Recto.) 

naisnai on?nn wi: ppmse bab nttan nat?bi 1 vorai 
ttbt< pnnn ptn ooisan Di'ai nnopoai niupnai D'msai 
to jai naea nwA aits ni'a nnso bn nya ni'eno nnob 
traits 0 * 0 ' nnD 3 pmp p« naio np rut? t?ttn jot? 'mn 
nat? nbrcoi natsn aits tsra nnsoa pi nw® viDa ttbtt 5 
tsbip mo' mat np isntt.no pa toip unttn na nmpb pt?paot? 
ma'an' p ttip bKnt?u pit moa bp ma'an' np mat p trnp nbi 
nw ib'at?' loan ib np ton p ttmp 'pan pttsn * ton np 
tnip wi o' trot? bit m 'a np loan ib p ttmp nmsni 
nttn np nenon ntt d*dd 'paen : two ttan np tow 'a p 10 
mb * TDtti nb vfn 'can mum? p’Di nanan 

isttt? binn pa aba pa V. b .. tt pa nit? pa 'Dinob brne" nab 

tsaxnttai 'na mb ott ttaba »o.o ndit ja ntt lbtts? pout 

nn item ttDms bttiot? 5 'ntt.b oavnttat? ba it?pn ttb 

uita 'ntt ontto nat?n nan ttb.ttnbn 'bpoi pantti ttaeo 15 

't? pn mai nbpobp pn n'ae> us.'po nto np’onai utoi 

'noanto pantti panto pantt nott nip : nntta pip noobt? 
t?tn ttruaD mbia 'uoni pnt?pn pantti pantti pnt?pn pantti 

ntsi ttnnxpn ttoi' 'bps ttnsao ib.ib u'cn pin 

mn DitJta ttnmtpn ttor 'bps.ba bp pan «>• 

ttinpai n nntt it putt bits' ttb.non mats 

't? bits' ttbi 4 bmsa d''ddi .no b’nno 

'tto pa • 'in bia'b ttbi : d .tt it omr 

ttbi nnbn itt ton b'att.'pa psa 

ttnas ttmnai *otta nnb.'nn 'ne*b *5 

1 ;'n, ed. Hildesheimer, 623. 2 Comp. SheBUot , CV, 140. 

8 = ioh; comp. Shabbat, 129 b. 4 Comp. Shulhan * Aruk , Orah Hayyim, 260, 1. 

5 Pesahim, 109 b et seq. 
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(Verso.) 

nni>n in tnn in n5>n nso vnn a 6 'b n!>i n*n»nt 6 n'BixnB nnnn 
*l'Di$> pnnn 3 ’dj 'ni 1 pnnn b^pn 3D’i> n$> 1 pan nioN pam 
'n dm!>n dhn inan '& .mam me 'oi’pi> po’n awoi wnnN 
:nion nos pns :'3i mi ins dv 6 n Dr 6 idn'i 
win Tina -pao n'pns'o^ ’yxai mon nos rr 6 nnn jnd iWn 5 
:mon nos pns by 'xoa unp nt?N Dinyn i?o i3v6n « 

'v raa N’aoi :'3i 130 'pi irnne> D$>iyn i^o 13 ’h5>n ’’ nnN "pna 
by nr mon nos nnnp i>inn 'ini nbyoh myo nehwo vont? 
yno 5 : 'yan ye3 pns ;nai> hot jni3i ntn ne>n 

’yan yo3 pns by 01 x 1 'xoa iscnp ntw 'no wifo ’* nnN -pna 10 

'n oyo N'aoi d’bon nvhw ... b .oi '131 13 'rw Tina 

m mns nennp 5nnn 'ini on 1 . *nd N’aoi 1300 nia .. 

: 3 nnapn maa DniN m.picn oniyt? l&n. 

utmp -\m Tina -pao.ass6 4 aimy nenyn bs\ 

'ini nm’o ’$>aa nsn n.aimy nixo by 131 x 1 vnixoa 15 

n’a!> n*ao nine^i ’So.. in '!?i'yS 'pibn^j ^ ne> no* pa 
'11 natswi nn6 nnroi mai> n’aoi nxni> n’aoi n’ab nvnoi 

nmb bnv aio dv .ai : it nxnae> 't r i>ai>i nnnN mvb 

Di’ aiy^.n '30 nat? anya in nava ’t^cna 

nx’a in .moo naea ’y’an Nint? 310 ao 

ne>N 'n 'n.aoi n’^o in n$>x 3n in n’liix 

Ns*oi> }b nt?.’y mxo by 131 x 1 'xoa 'tnp 

Wn .i3i>. d nayo^i oipnh ’^iea5>i 

'13 .nbu.. :nN»n ru'noas? ’w 

nio 3 ^> wix.’anaoi &nn nN pnou t$ 

nN 

1 Pesahim y 113 a. 

2 Comp. :*n, ed. Hildesheimer, 643, and Sheiliot, C, 114, 116. 

2 Bead: -nip’ -p -iron cmrrcn cnv* 1 ? j’Dm 

4 Comp. I'cn, I, 15. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS OF TITLES 
OF BOOKS 

C'TT mmit, R. Aaron of Lunel’s Code, I, Florence, 1750 ; II, Berlin, 1902, 
the first part quoted by folio and column, the second by page. 

ViDtTH or Vdchh, R. Abraham b. Isaac of Narbonne's Talmud-Compendium, 
I-III, ed. H. B. Auerbach, Halberstadt, 1867-1869, quoted by page, 
mi 111#, by R. Isaac ben Moses of Vienna; I-II, Sitomir, 1862, quoted by 
folio and column. 

an*2 — nV?na rvoVn Vr2, a Geonic compendium of law, ed. Venice, 1608, 
quoted by folio and column. A different version, ed. Hildesheimer, 
Berlin, 1888-1892, quoted by page. 

V*: = is*v> p*V D'iuerr m2i®n. 

= rnroi mio »2W2 mnivn, ed. Miiller, Berlin, 1888. 

See afro. 

n'cn = min icc noVn, an anonymous compendium, published in J.Q.R ., IX. 
pipcD Pi2Vn, ed. MfiUer, Cracovie, 1893. 
c*n « nyeo m 3 Vn. 

tfn = c'arco ryiVn, ed. Miiller, Vienna, 1878. 

rm 23 men, a collection of Geonic Responsa, Jerusalem, 1863. 

= rrn:3 rrron. 

T « Maim on ides, Mishneh Torah. 

mid mC2, by Estori Parhi, quoted by chapter. 

Dp - ' 1 ? = rowip ’SipV, by S. Pinsker, Vienna, i860. 

"iV:n 'c, by R. Saadia Gaon, in Harkavy, StudUn und MittheUungm , V, 
St. Petersburg, 1891. 

o'ttd — nisiarr icc, by Anan, the founder of Caraism, in Harkavy, Studien 
und Alittfieilungen, VIII. 

— Vn: rvreo idc, by R. Moses of Coucy. 
prs'c - pp niso ICC, by R. Isaac of Corbeil. 
jn'c — omr 21 me, by R. Am ram Gaon, Warsaw, 1865. 

Hi'no = o'iniowi cv:n me. 

*viry, the legal code of R. Isaac ben Abba-Mari, I-II, Lemberg, i860, 
quoted by volume, folio, and column. 

O'nrn ICC, by R. Isaac Albargeloni, ed. Jacob Sclior, Berlin, 1903. 
mV® nVnp, a Geonic Collection, ed. S. A. Wertheimer, Jerusalem, 1900. 
n # ’3#n «* nVn Vnv p "nr'Vw 1:21, author of a compendium of law, quoted 
from a manuscript. 

pVn*2® or pbrT® = ®pVrr 'V2®, ed. S. Buber, Wilna, 1886, quoted by page, 
pis nr®, a Geonic Collection, ed. N. Mod'ai, Salonioa, 1792, quoted by 
folio and number. 
y*C - pis nr®. 
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anoe "ire, by R. Isaac ibn Oajat, I-II, ed. Bamberger, FOrth, 1861- 
186a. 

rn'c, ed- Lyck. See 
= nno g? ny®. 

rra^n ’Tcro, a Geonic Collection, ed. Leipzic, 1858. 

n"w — rnnrn nw?. 

P'n - D'3TOTp 0’3>e TOW, ed. D. Cassel, Berlin, 1848. 

atroi mra ' 3 uu 'n. See oi'o:. 

rT*n «= D':w m»«n, ed. N. Coronel, Vienna 1871. 

Bool ha 'Itfur. See *nry. 

EshkoL See Vow. 

Harkavy, Responsen der Geonim , in Studien und MittheUung ., IV, Berlin, 1887, 
quoted by page. 

J. Q. R. — Jewish Quarterly Review. 

Mafteah , by MUller, Berlin, 1891. 

Maimonides. See t. 

Manhig. by R. Abraham ben Nathan, ed. Goldberg, Berlin, 1855, quoted 
by folio and column. 

Muller. See Mafteah. 

Mtiller's Einleitung. See Mafteah. 

Pardes , by R. Solomon ben Isaac (*»*•1), Constantinople, 1807, quoted by 
folio and column. 

R. &. J. — ffcpue r/es Etudes Juives. 

R. S. B. A. * Rabbi Solomon ben Adret. 

Rabbinovicz, Variae Ledumes in Mishnam et in Talmud Babylonicum, I-XV, 
Munich, 1877-1886; XVI, Przemysl, 1897. 

Ratner, Ahawath Zion We-Ieruschalaim , I-IV, Wilna, 1901-1907; V, 
PetrikofF, 1908. 

Responsa, Coronel. See n # n. 

Responsa, Lyck. See V*3. 

Responsa, Mant. = 0';W3no niawm mtotc, Mantua, 1596. 

Saadyana , edited by S. Schechter, Cambridge, 1903. 

Steinschneider, Cat. = Catalogue Librorum Hebraeorum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana , 
Berlin, 1852-1860. 

Vidal de Toulouse, author of the commentary, Maggid Mischneh , to 
Maimonides, Mishneh Torah. 

Yalkut - Fotfcul SAimwni; Part I to Pentateuch ; Part II to Prophets and 
Hagiographa, quoted by paragraphs. 

Yaguf - Mugam Atbuldan , by Alyaqut, ed. WUstenfeld, Leipsic, 1866-1873. 

Yerushalmi , the Talmud of Jerusalem, quoted by treatise, folio, and column 
of ed. Krotoschin, 1866. 

Z. H. B. — Zeitsckrift fur hebraeische Bibliographic. 
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rbern v"p nm: 'n 

1 14-17 ,maaa nno no 
283 ,deV» n r ro 
26a ,noon brr r'po tted can TOb.a 
26a ,ypapn br arb *pas ow vtoo *53? r*p imp 
9a ,no norm p 

91-a ,nob iviwi oan oa bora w: aionbi annb mo y*w 
91 ponr *?tc nbvua F]*canb pH 
341 ,nnao abtn narp'i noaa rmao pi 
366 poar nbcn pi 
91 ,Yvan by pnonb ana tph ba b bomb loiaar cor 
10 a ,c*rbco! coir D'irpan ,nama nvtpb c'ynrt '1 pi® capo 
120 ,aosn oy aaor an a«r ncaan nob oaaan 

n'X'v 'n 


333 ,*aa per® mrs 
331 > 33 a ,aaan pp p mms rpmn aarr 
33a 9 mnn im no non mbo 
332 p’arsa pa'm hd cap *ba 
333» 334 pw ww 

335 nnb -pas oh 

335 jD'caa 'n nbra mb® 
335-6 ,onaa baa prac oh ,0'nroa tos 
336-7 ,yna nara vrare ab npooar td 

ninam me* 'n 

320 ,na'm oy r'r yaxb o*ba pb no 
81-2, 196-7 ,arn nar roam 
81 ,®' # a pa nara pa rrby aaaab oaa'rb anona aomb aion 
263 ,nara bmr» nanbo pnyr 0033 o’bmD 
194-5 paana ponar naaa Vir 
195 ,nonaa ponar nasi bnar* 
195-6 para pa ram oa:m mona np*b naab naro par bnatr 
153 para naan a;opVr »aa r'ya naab aoaa aaaob no 
175 ,nara a by lp’banr oaoa 
159 pa pra h’th pp'bao pn 'oht pear 'aa nabn pH 
158-9 ,aacn paaa room 
85-6 ,nr dc a aocon p 
337 par aaro nbo br baarn nar 
xai paa'm 'aaa*y pray *p« 
263 ,nara mom 
262 ,a:n naaaa O'rn pnnao nob 
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pidd 'n 

227 ?^ n Wl 

225, 340 ,PCM H P HQ * 3 TD 
338 ,' 133 *) nson -do® bm®' 
184 ,p®on nope 'n®yn no 
185 ,F|^p 
185 ,pn®3 mcnb nrro 
185 ,too nncNb nno -roba 
338-9 ,p?E*>s'» jod3 nnnn p®to nos 
340 ,'nna to nso 
184-5 ,n 33 'T by TOO H'DH 
185 ,rwo 'i ba by jno 
185 ,bm V? pyao pw 
185 ,TOon nrsi 
26 ,mD33 to ppnos to p 
227 ,pp®o ih® by bbnn man rnonb to' oh 
xi4 ,nDD toa no'na omp O’T TOTn by paiao pH 
185 ponyn hted n:o nto o 

■uwi twm aio qv 'n 

222-3 ,p no ofo na: pN'ao® ow 
220 ,0© onto no 
158 ,'3® On'' » 3 'T 
119 ,F|ono pip 'pnoo 
184 ,i>non bnna pnn ®3 
37 ,on'im no 
47 ,n:®n cm rpno to nna-a ya® 

naum ana njnwi max jvjyn 'n 

152 ,npTOO rpiy rr33wn 
152 ,n\yno rpiy nun mobn 
263 ,2'fQ nnnp 
345 ,2 to nntonbo L'T toth 
343 ,nan:n 1:2 ^ n® 


mental no'nr 'n 

29 ,n *03 ro'H nnyao® rpy 
33 ,nnc'io n'» cy® 

27 ,'31H 'n p300 P33H nHm hoh 
27, 32 ,'3TH to nci0!f0 HTim HWW OH 
28 ,*pyi ndoni upo 
26 ,nHn2 ponn 
31 ,nnm oh npna 
29 ,nHnn ro'D 
29 .many '2 p2® person H 3 -o 
27 ,p2'"C1 KOnNn ION 
27 ,Nnn Nn':n:'y2 ndtd 
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29-31 ^a'Vi M®rraa rraac:© rwn 
29 ,mo nb rw^o: Mb® 

28 ,?tc:h p na® nMsraa© rpr 

27 jM'OWb KT1K p DT»p 

D*aam ono .nmiy ,tn ,afo .a^ria nra 'n 

33 ,2^3 -wra -no'* crro 
26 ,KVm MTM 
337 ,to-q b®arc® ab 
118 Vnraro® mnr 

102 ,rnrbn *v by nrrbo *ba bxaMb Via' 
92 ,Hrrbio p 
92 ,iaan or nb viito nbi::vi 
118-19 ,f]ir ’:tdo 
120 ,TO 3 *3Dcn rp? % :od 
45 »p c'to o'axn 

1D3 p»i oi'ay .Dray 'n 

bw-rar V® wa "pna tot© t # r b© a'a 
193-4 ,p o'Tar rra x©r© dyt b© na 
263 ,0^ >bi©a Di©ra o'tidh crai ith 
i53 b© rwran 
26 ,pitre b® p' 

193 P33 n'aa bm®» b® p 
32 ,mo ’roa riba -jo: p 
224 ,Dx*ar na xbs© m3t»o 
26 ,cn: b® no 
224-5 ,c^ar *r br '3Tioa hems© no 
343 >D"oa b® aa© 


n'an 'n 

118 ,>o©xa Tiaob Via' jfim mva 
117-18 ,rrrve 

80-1 ,mvcn npn an*>n cnmrb puo vrcc D'na 'bra 

mm iio^n 'n 


119 ,ton mp:'n Tab*a 
i2x ,rwn n'lbn mro XTrabn bra' dm 

np byai ar ,mj 'n 

x53 ,n-»r®> D'D' maa nap: mbv 
206-7 ,rraMboa mti no rro 
38 ,:a*naa bbon' cm ax 
39, 40, 249 pp bra nb'ac '3H 
39 ,cna: pmdid 
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rm'Dm ne*“in ,ncna 'n 

»39 , 0 *fo 3 311 TO 
195 »*nom nira rrenn 
195 ,rrB coin oia'mi nonaa pen vo Dia'yi too©' 

ciav 'n 

83 ,o'tocmr peta non© ra 
197 jVraS ptao© *ny nay 
81 ,toT3*> w h 1 ?© oma nay 
83-4 ,ncDn rto lai iDnan© nay 
82-3 ,mTn toaa pap 
183 ,oi*ay n©yr rmrytai 'an mrr mo*?© nno© 

nsvra 'n 

151 ,mn pan ioyy nooon pa 
337-8 ,too©»b nn©a© ana 

tram ruins jwk 'n 

155 T maiyo oh oVjdo mow© noao 
212-15 ,mr© *©0? p©mpn dh pom rri ©*© nw 
77-8 ,viih ;*o© -]>ri win no W*ama 
>55; a 57 'Daa 
78 ,Vna ps rrama nn©y© n©w 
79-80 ,ain norcS pi a nonip© n©H naina 
139 ,c"i©a C’ny oy c'anp mto? ionn© naina 
155 ,nnaina nyarn© naotoib py»a©o *pw 
>55 >nnaina nspa to? ca naotort pra©o 
212 ,nnain3 maw n©N 
199-200 ,pnan paa naina 

mum jnm 'n 

5-6 ,o:a i:nan vn nymo mo*© omy 
233-4 ,aina^ mob mon cm ^ ra lam lana onp ioh© to?a 
230 ,©n3b toa' ch anan -jino nan 1 ) toa'© ©nn 
98 ,nni©n pa nton can naToa nyr© ncic 
171-3 papr6 ino ran namaa nyr© ncic 
98-9 ,ra worn Vico maa 

152 ,torab Via' p« ntora© 'acta ra nrain n©n 

160 ,mnD nnc pirn 
230 ,mairo H'n ch d: wb mairaa a"n to pH 

153 ,naiay in©H to?a n>n© *o pni "pna annan 

jikoi ny^n 'n 

182-3 rrro' noa/iy.. 
182 ,pn©-noi©o oa* 
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356 ,m nw n» fcrooe any 
161 pea an # Hi Ty n w is 
160, 161 ,Tyr»S no rnnyn Sy ncnn 
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154 >n©H? j'rawo po urnS praro -pet 
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*50 ,nptoiS poio 'oi wrrt am laion lrrawm poio 13 «r© nay nptoi 
150 ,teot pin onau pH San an'T no'nn prrppp c't? 
‘ 391 ,'*Ha inn SaS ©mt ypap % aa is nwm amar? 


pmSw d’dtiw 'n 

150 ,npiVnS jn*a hS 030 
soi -3 ,iawn ppSm -pn DOi toeng 'a 
151 f rvan pooa iosr S on © rrS© 
*85 pcia 'to D'Ty to 'to poo jna pun nto? pyo© 

rono) naoei npo 'n 

331 ,pitd ih yaoo am in 
393 ,©nim 1301 napS itS na anVi oto 1S rm hVi nano anon pa no 
391-3 ,iccao amaS 1x5320 nano aman pa no 
153-3 ,iTan *aoa in©HS noiy n:np nnin ana anVi wanS nano aman 

153 ,v:aS nano aman ti 
391 po© 'T Sr f]D3 raoo iranS nano pS tdeh *h 
351-a ,nano *>r©a mmo Vina pa 

DtetoiENi mSro 'n 

386-7 pmnaaa icia papm naa oh ioih Vnan .ctth ow 
387 ,arr:'a pun ipSm -pH mai nrran onS trc D'hh 'a© 
139-40 ,navr pai ia pmn© inn ’;©n Sy c'on pi oinaS narn -iruim amn 'aw 
288-9 ,n©ivn nnin a*ai cm c'©a ti©o maai o*:a mam no pun 
101-a ,icipoa inn maoS nsTw? ncaoiCH 
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r6» ,D^yiD nwat? 'n 

>64-5 ,13 limb Vi' OH byiD 

207-8 ,110n mum no 7131371 
202 ,mr» pan nom 

imbnb D'cms 

5271 ,ccin no ,18 a 591 ,-piK7ib now cipo ,11 a *,262 ,inoo pvoTi ,5 a ,mra 
pvro 'i rrS 'oh ,30 a 5266-7 ,oih ®* oibi ,27 b 5266 ,m no? isa ,27 b 
,0:1*33 pa®r» in ,53 a 5263 ,pp 31 ,44 b 5341 ,'cn 3*',4a a 5267 , 7 ryo®b 
; 273 jTOTcp 31,59 a 5272 ,nrnnb p'is 'i,54 b 5341 ,on®ipnm ,53 b 5262 
4-5 P'rb nb'? ,62 b 5275-6 ,n:pi 11m n.p ,60 a 
5320 ,18 a ,0^3 nno® ,18 a 5319 ,mo pn ,8 a 5319 ,c'-norn p ,7 a ,ra® 
5322 ,nn:c3 rocon ,24 a 5321 ,343 pniioin ,21 b ; 342 ,bai Tibsn® ,21 b 
,85a 5324 ,o" 33 ? *133 ,47 a job pH iih ,45 b 5127-8 ,ni®o® 7 i p 3 534 b 
5220 ,HTDn 01037 '1 ,139 a 542 ,HDH1® ,85 b 542 ,pPV 'l 'h ,85 b J 701137 
37 ,porno ^ pH® no ,152 a J121 ,dih omo ,144 b 
5240-1 , 7137 p 33 TO© ,42 a 5142 ,101H 013010 ,26 a 536 ,OblOT *J 3 ,21 a ,;' 3 YV 37 
185 ,H3bn -pbsiHi vn ,53 b 5241 ,non mpn ,42 b 
no»ro ,37b 5339-40 ,p:3DiC7i ,37 a 59-13 ,nnrr 'i 113 *oi ,na-iob , 0 'HCD 
,®im pia ,46a 5184 ,nn® nco ,45 b 5184 ,®ibnb nb ,39b 5339 ,noibri 
,®ipn b® nvica ,55 b ; 227 ,na®a bn® T** ,49 a j 226-7 >bub ,46 a ; 225 
,c®ti bri ,86 b 5141 ,na 7ir»o®i ,71a 5343-4 ,pairo ncc ,62 b 513-14 
14 jbna nnD 3 ,111 a 5344-5 »cbiyrr nioin nsn ,94b 514 
,66 b 515 ,h®o'®i norm ,28 b 5345 ^ti ,21a 5345, mi o'i3 ,20 b ,hot 
345 ,vin?t no ,68 b 5345 ,rpbsoa ,53 b 514 ,ino oibc 
271 ,inoioc nbo:,34 b j 262-3 ,inba mV ,25 a 5241 ,hsvtt 1333 ,6 b-7 a ,1310 
222 ,®Hin nn p:bio ,34 a 5220-1 ,nbn pa'bio pH ,12 b ,nsa 

262 ,001® 0*0* ,26 b ^in 
342 ,nncoo bb 3 n ,32 a 5342, ncob ,17 a 5342 ,min b® rmon ,16 b ,nb 30 
onc't.o ,27 a 537 ,D*b3H n3ii ,24 b j 37 'i'n': ,24 a j 174-5 ,nir®: '* ,3 b ,pcp irio 

36 ,bbi 3 n 

,77 b 5240 ,'d'iVpYd ,74 b 5183 ,vrp ,61 a 5183 ,np*®i n®ro ,15 a ,ni® 3 ' 
, 107 b-108 a ; 183, rrHCcm nn ,80 b 5183 ,itoh i*h ,80 a 5183 ,71330 mva 

182-3 |D 1301 Q:H p 7 T 33 n 'i 

nbni ,54 a j33 ,D'bm» *®:h ,54 a 533 >aia /npoa ^ ^ ,5a b ,ni3iri 

34 ,pi 3 i pi mirobi ,55 a 534 ,ttc 3 iei 
263 ,nnc:® po ,39 a j 13a-3 p*n >29 a ,71010 

jHnb'oi hciid ,37 a 539 pi:ci ,34 a j 174 tH'iio ,8 a 5173 ,o'7i rono ,2 a ,p®3 
bs ,80 a 598 ,ni:innnn msrno ,79 a 537 539 ,*pnbooa pT ,44 a 539 
'oh 'h ,85 b 5101 ,rnp 03 ,81 b ;ioi ,03 icio am ,80b 599 ,rmj? 

169-171 ,jHO *H 71 

130-131 j'rm ro: ttiicti ,54 b ,pmp 

5246 ,oid nbion ,5t b 5246 ,®an pH ,51 a 5105 ,11® inon ,46 a ,nop naa 

5247 ,®im nnas ,59 b 5247 f om 711a ,59 a 5246 ,ian® 7 ib pici ,55 a 

5248 ,H®na ®m® 3 ® ,68 a 5247 ,par b® ,66 b 5247 ,7i3ip ’O'® ,66 a 
,na'i ni fin ,73 a 5248 ,ob®oi npib pn ,71a 5248 ,iiod norm ,70 b 
5 249 f iD'rn 3 nci ,79 a ; 248 ,0'bpo isrm ,78 b j 248 ,31171 H33 ,74 b ; 248 
bin ,81 b 5249 ,nn®o ,81 a 5249 ,p®im3 ,81 a 5249 ,-|i3 % m br ,80 b 

249 ,nb 30 ;p\n ,82 a 5249 ,cin 
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rn^an ,8 a ; 105 ,n>nn pnaa ,6 b ; 102-3 parno pro vd ,3 b ,*rso *12 
'oh no ,11 a ; 103 ,VriD n*r*o ,10 a *,104-5 pron onn ,9 b 5103 ,nHoo 
; 104 jHHHO'jn now ,17 b ; 104 ,ooeb ,17 a ;io3 ,*oy W3 ,ia b ; 104 ,htt 

3-4 ,po*DH ,47 b ; io 5 >tn^o wao ,25 a 
,n:o > :m't ,93 a ;io6 pay naion ,92 b ; 123-4 ,|Cnco nm ,80 a ,*nna naa 
292 ,rrV vrro ,127 a ;io7 ,ncpo ,95 b ;io6 ,mC33 Ha ,94 a ;io6 

3 ,hoici nmrooa ,64 b ; 46 ,an non ,54 b-55 a ,pnrco 
200-1 ,TTDaiaa map: ,61 a ; 102 ,rr:rcn an 'h ,39 b ,mya© 
26 ,r.ntrn vh ,35 b ,nm rmas 
263 ,CH3aa nano ,12 a ,rrrmn 
;33° ,nmcn ,39 a *,253-4 ,yp® mrr H;on ,37 b 5239 ,non 'a nan ,37 a ,;rroo 
; 334 ,«rla^n hcd n # H ,41 b ;334 ,nynp:o n*m ,41 a 5336 ,n:a nvr ,40 b 
J334 ,nm2to n^o ,43 a ; 33 1 >pV n T° >4 a b ; 332-3 ,Hnsp n 1 ) noo ,41 b 
326-8 ,an2no ,io3a-io3b 5239 ,nnw mno ,75 a 1253 ,hbo n*H ,56 a 

318 ,mrro ,45 b ,mnnaa 

,47 a ;339 ,n:nan non nona ,40 a 532 ,ei'ay bv pea orrron ,8 b ,pn 
,56 b 528 ,Hoorn npa ,54 b 5270-1 ,’anpoi 'bvn ,51b 526 ,»:w 'n 

28 ,ah pmpa 
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82, 83, 97, 102, 105 ,rrb -vDH^mbDH 
266, 269 

103, 199 ,"|b NO'H « “|bD'H 
D'tr^ 'y dto 
318, 319 pOM « TON 
316, 342 b© n.iDH 

30 ,nVi:H ,d*jt:k 
p7EO 'y ND3N 
55. 57 ,W3^F3H 
105 ,c"ysoH :t©:n 
87 ,>oto p prrc'w 
"PDD 'y—32a ,H'OED'N 
243-4, 246 ,Dlp3 CC ,mECK ,plCDH 
in ,(n'cn:) j:ns*-'ipcN 
152 ,F)1©3 *T by r TDN 
230 ,nbmn: - KpbPD'H 
mbcnn tci: 'y d'en 
30 ,Hpncn 
317 ,©*n c© ,n~in 
244, 248 ,»nmH 
mo 'y ,n« 

55 ,nnTH 

203, 204, 217, 218, 320 ,b*w pN 
ooroo rp?n ^b; ^—323, 306, 352 
,n©np ,mbcnn toi: ]y©b 

,# h nobn 

358 ,ND’TN « N©nN 
315 ,*©« ^ 
mbcm ttci: 'y—420 ,i: 3 ©n 
98 ,b»©N «'bc« 
326 ,ppr p) i©n 
iotu 'y—279 ,t»©n 

3M, 315. 341 ,(^W CW) ,'n» S 

337. 394 ,Tnrmt ,-nri'N 
359 ,T»rw 
266 ? NOpm'N * «pvvH 


88 ,DTO>nb ir» |>n o'-robn etna 
66 ,mn3con b© *nc ,Nrro win mra Naa 
214 ,Nna'noi 


57* 59. 61, 67, 104 ,p = w 

96, 104, 302, 303, 326 ,p rva an 
386 

249 yfrn b© 
pirw 'y iaN 
182, 251, 252 ,rr>r'i3M 
345 ,W 

151 ,cipta c© ,rraN*uN 
169 ,rnj'H 
,to© 'y dvih 
385 , 390 ,01H = pN 
28, 29, 34, 60, 83 ,-naan tnp ,ia':nH 
270, 284, 285, 287, 289 
302, 326 ,nban ©in pin 
321, 396 pas DTD ,N2inN 
67, 87 ,pn« 
230, 256, 257, 266, 381, 397 ,'N - W 
,mbenn 'nru 'y ,poanH 
isvNa 'y is ivn 
394 ,n©N by H3 ,bw 
337 >*wh 
3 i t, 3 * 3 . 340 ,’P^w 
nwbH© 'y >tna©o srw 
296, 321 ,nm c© ,NamN 
383 ,TO« 

mbcnn ’ttci: 'y—55, 281 ,N*b©'N 
100, 358 ,(n”N p) pw 

30, 31 ,TOa*H 
296, 32I ,TOS 0© ,Nn 03 H 
Pttt 'y PDD’H 
WN’blia 'y Y 1 CC 3 N 
319 ,nbH = Hb»» 
Din: 'y ownabit 
109 ,no ©3 'nbw 
54, 59 rrvac p pnb» 
256 ,y©on 
67, 420 ,(rmy) prabw 
,anyo 'y airobN 
279, 326 ,D'ClbN yT]^ 
18 ,(n'nr) wobN 
80, 356 , 1 DN * TO* ,NON 
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bbi nnss 


3ao ,*]:? ,xnm 
396 , rvrvj 
180-1 ,^2 
30I, 325 ? 

pnao 'y ,co 
379 ,iow = no: 
—mVo ,o^po uroon ^-N'bio 'y ,moa 
iroayc 

316, 317, 344 ,w nr: 
301, 325 ,(n*oic) iwsn no ,;naru 
314, 34O-4I ,-1 ,**ma ,03 

325 ,J«p.TU 
an, 213 ,7:000 
167, 174 ,wnnoi me: 

320 ,*npco 

3°5» 30 6 , 3 a8 ,30?p in 
16, 17 ,:ro'n oai 'd 
321 ,(noiy) pc po ,yvno pn 
M 7 , 154 TO 
58, 6l, 191 ,pw ,HDn 
303 ,NZL21 urn 

174 ,PDOT 
169 ,JT -ft 

138 ,U'C3 nrono3 ,nyi 
354, 375 ,wtDn « «non 
98 ,-ry*c ,kii 
57. 59, 6i» 67, 69 ,(nw) ,Diirnp ,311 
71,85 

349 ,mnVc2c nen 
i'Olo 'y ,im 
336, 339 , (n'Dic) nvo'D am p:ci 

7, 19, 20, 24, 25 ,(hioc p) pw 'mi 
37 , 43 , 44 , 54 , 55 , 57 , 61, 67, 69, 
Vt ” 3 , 134 , 135 , * 45 » M6, I 47 t 
167, 168, 176, 178, 179, 189, 191, 
205, 219, 229, 236, 242, 250, 258, 
268, 272, 273, 277, 280, 281, 290, 
297, 298, 306, 311, 312, 313, 316 

212, 213 ,vy or ,n? 3 ii 
301, 326 nn:n 
179 ,ncc to mm 
a 45, 249 to nn 
300, 322 ,(noiy) toD ,2Tin 
3 l °, 334 .aW? 'em 
52 ,ticn oosy? nave npinn 

390 


I, 3. 48, 49. 5a. 78, 303 ,=Hf33 
,i2iM peV ,iton 'y—204, 217, 279 
mnip f niton too 

no ’-n 'y ^22 
87, 88, 206 ,no 
72, 85 ,oc tom moan '"2 

86, 88, 93, 277, 280, 290, 293 

214 ,eowan to *n p 
222 ,D'pO CC ICO 

386 plan p no 
myo 'y pion no 
301, 325 ,i«im no 
91, 119 ,001 no 
54. 55. 59 1ICV p 7*.-U 
294 ,(nncM) \mo *n 
351, 379 ,(prodigal son) ,nyi nom p 
87 ,pnnH 1*0 02 
87 ,tfvo: i'o oa 
D'DZOO 'y ,CD2 
87, 96, 105 ,200 '7T2 
33, 71, 212, 213 mio 
150 ,D'M'P2 = PP2 
33, 210, 212 ,Kny?2 ,*CV2 
137, 138 ,(St. Barnabas) ,0:12 
294, 318 ,'nno ,VH3 12 
194 ,Hn'ia = Mi2 
58, 69 ,270 co P 11 
1, 7 ,nc icw moan '*2 ,dto urcoa 
.tor '12 ; 109, no ,oocn to roia 
'12 ; 109, no ,tour io:y '12 ;4oi 
oivr / i2 ; 112 ,00121 12 ; no ,2\no 
401 ,pTO2n 'y 12 ;4oi ,rmsn 

281, 288 ,nr cc ,npia 
242, 243, 246 ,rrro 
351 ,ncin nna 
10 ,niyo nrocoa ,Kn*ia 

3<>5-6, 328-30 ,K*TK12 
12C2 'y ,12C2 
323 ,f}r TO TO 2 

89, 91 ,nto to ,nto 
7, 8, 43, 58, 59, 68 ,tonc) oowa ,pna 
104, 140, 142, 240, 270, 284, 287, 
289, 386 

104 ,(n*cic) ioto ,pn»: 
8, 13 ,mooa^nwfl 
252 ,;to = pv 
loc 'y ,no i2i mi: 
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343, 246 ,tt:s dc pin ,rm 

54, 59 Mw p rv ?' lT ' 
288 ,eytcn ,ir;n 
288 ,pac paib *n 
i54 ,pn2T '2» ,rr*n 
174 ,DCC DC ,abn 
*3^, 339 ,nos dc ,tfawbabn 
336, 239 ,TO2 DC ,N:abT» 
236, 239 ,rras dc jO'sabn 
bnbmta 'y brrbn 
40 ,mnea f'bw 
306 ,baai pac D’jtoo rj'ibn 

352, 266, 331, 354, 356 ,N3in«=N3Tn 
370, 37 a , 374, 379, 38a, 387, 392 
357 ,W 
361 ,m3 n 
i35 , (b>wn p) bwan 
31 ,'HTirp '*i Tobn ]vu win ,H3’:n 
94, 113 

191, 2x0 rmrr S p nwn 

360 ,dcto paw 
295, 318-19 ,'wen 
366 prmn 
n m 'y ,mnn 
(mar) mac ,bmn 
,312 ,wqw — ICOV! 

174 ,pn 
177, 184 ,nonn 
296, 320 ,mrin 

420 picbo 'a ara 
mbcnn wo 'y ,pr.c 
17 ,rmnc 'd 
325 ,nccvc 
238 ,n«c ,n"c 
353 jpfc'eao 
239 ?nD2 DC ,JTO’* 1 3 TD 
180, 181 ,’Ebo ,’ncbC 
,u^xD m'aan t ’ana ,arcare—mVc 

16, 19, 48, 54, 107, 123, 129, I34, 
143, *58, *86, 176, 186, 203, 210, 
216, 228, 232, 235, 242, 250, 255, 
258, 264, 268, 272, 349 

330, 33 a , 334 , 335 , 338 ,n*» = mbe 
no ,n’be 
203-4 ,mwi rwwe 
339 ,nano ,wva2B 

295, 3*8 ,bpc*ra ,>»pc'D 


362 pavi 
209 ,nbn=»nbrr 
20, 24, 290, 303 ,(’H 3 nc: p) pM '*bn 
naba^n 'y jKawbabn 
O'sabn 'y jO’sabn 
394 ,«nacnb ’*oa ,*|bn 
21 pmnaa nabn 
48, 52, 53 ,ncyeb nabn 
306 jrrpiCD nabn 
222, 271 ,nynac be naib»n 
83, 71, 85, 86, 229, 231 ,mVn: rnabn 
352, 382-97, 400-1 

235, 3*9 ,ny®D mabn 
304 ,OTay 'ab n'V’s mabn 
306, 35a, 398, 399 ,waw? mabn 
26, 27,150, 256, 332 ,"pV*n - *pbin 
109 paco-wri 
bbn naaa 'y ,bbn 
103, 106, 160, 226, 239 praa vaa ,on 
394 

1, a, 3 ,P* 
peon nco 'y pean 
310 ,maienn pnyn 
398 ,n*nn men 
301, 3 a 5 ,pncn 
302, 303, 326 ,o*acn pa winn 
323, 3a6, 340 ,naan *= nan 
13 ,onaaa yami ,rman 
325, nnn 
211 ,»ataan 
3*7, 345 ,nnn 

54, 61 ,mpo dc np bw ’nn 
351 ,an*V be n-n 
5 a ,jvm 

296, 320 ,rpy ,ww 
322 ,(n'anr) nbn ,am 
358 ,' 2 D-W 
320 ,nwcD pit 
332, 338, 381, 384 ?bn -11 pi 
249 ,P™ 

397 ,main dc ,”a_ 3 i 

37, 343 - »mt 

245, 249 ,]b’» be mi 

245, 249 ,^» be OT 
216-17 ppeiran) nan 
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178, 179, 181 pH3 ,p* fTO 

185,189 

361 ,in 
363 ,;p 

TSVH3 'y TT3 
187, 189 ,rrona 'h*d 
244, 249 ,nc3 'a ,’:'D '3 ,*00 3*3 
302 ,V»^n rw 'em ,h*d 

177 ,^C3 

26 ,KVTn HTC3 
nterm tidt: 'y hes 
DDD 33 'y f)E3 
3*3 'y nc3 
295-6, 320 ,on H3-33 
108 ,dct 3 
198 ,n*i3 = nro 
3*73 'y w 

339 »(n*DTE) t np'm3 otd , 3T3 ct 3 
156, 158, 217, 220 ,DTpO DC ,!3C3 

325 ,|n3Cn HEDT3 

321 ,(noiy) ,H3or*2f ymo 
322 ,C’OC3 pO ,f]C3 
278 ,p2p pTT ,mcT3 
323 ,pbrf ,htto 
314 ,D\-n3 
7a, 73, 77, 78 ,n3TO 
ncnp 'y ,iro 

9, 14 ,«n* 
55, 57 ,*vr cc ,H 3 T 7 
309, 333 ,(n*c-ii) ,pH H*p ,33** 
236, 239 f nos dc ,ooiy* 
IO, 96, 104 ,DOC* 
166, 167, 211, 237, 238, 294 ,WK pc* 
*?'?3 ,*33 pH y—295,320,322 
82, 83, 321, 322 ,oiy ,d’*htoc' pc* 
mra 'r—334, 341 

96,104, 236, 301, 309, 333 ,otd jtc* 
339 

•nr 'y pip ptp* 
95 ,ni33cnn pc* 
334 ,«ip pc* 

83 ,T»33n inn psoc -ttho 

326 ,P|DV '3 THO 
40 ,mCDT3D 

43 ,JHW '3 jn3D 


105 ,rm 
244, 248 ,TTO 3 
224 ,D*ESn ,H?EC 

334 

318 .VpDTD ,HlHnrD 
«95t 318 ,*pcto 
f]rra TC3 'y rpc 

43 

55, 89, 277, 279 ,ip*« ,rp* '2 mw 
280, 283 

3*, 48, 50, 5a, 53, 85, 180 ,pH3 '*Tsr 
3*4 

183 ,rmvr 
236 ,('HO'D 'l 33H) |TCr 
120 ,H 3 T rroc HTT « * 1 W TOC VP 
136, 141, 142 ,D*TTC 3!1 Dr 

178, 179, 188 ,pH3 no H3H '3 fjcr 

326 ,THO '*> OH rp' 

55, 59 w Ffv 

55 , 59 . 278 ,mvT oh r^cr 
420 ,dtc -|*o ,rur 
326 ,OOH 3pT 

29, 30, 31, 85, 86 ,pH 3 OTTO '3 3?r 

214 

55 , 67 ,CTT 3 '3 3pr 
154 ,n*rr T 3 pnr 

154 ,?w '3 jsir 
154 ,H3py 13 pnr 
75, 83 ,n*ra cm pnr 
256 ,rr*r 
207 ,T**p* *=• TfTOV 
52 ,d'*ctv 
S mc* pH T.o*n 'y *o*crv 

30, 3*, 34, 47, 78, 9* ,nw ,nrw 

—185, 212, 277, 302, 326, 386, 

ro'c cm 'y 

'y nnro— 49, 5*, 83, 174 ,DOHroc* 
toc ,ory pc* 
154 ,?nr oh jTttc' 
43 ,mrrr '3 '•rryc' 

328, 341, 372 ,13 TTH ,T2? rH 3 ,T2TH3 
375,380 
78 ,'* 3 D 
1 91 ,KC 3 T 3 
323 ,m 33 
* 7 ° ,* 7 ? 
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398 ,nsno 
43 ,w oh ,mro 
191, an, aia, 314, 237 ,pw ,n©o 
238, 240 
17 ,ni ,n©o 
pwa ,n©o '5—340 ,pna ,rr©n©o 
346 ,noo©o 
55, 57 ,DTO’3Vnp:H 3TO 'a ObTOD 
278 , m riwrroQ 
182 ,T 3 TrO 
306, 307, 357 ,™ro 
58 ,pop Tno naco ,pp©o 
To'©’ ©m ,nrcr 'r nna'no 
214 ,rpDTTO nno 
378, moino 
306, 339 ,H'n 'him? no oo pnono 
306, 329 jH'rr HTm pnrano 
191 ,pna ,rmno 

306, 399 ,Hmrn 
131 ,'H'rriz 
,n:'n '5 ,m 
55» 58, 69 ,ornate pnte ,ovo 
420 ,'O’in: 
430 ,pro 

26, 34, 144, 242, 255 ,pw p©ro 

87 , 8 V ©2 
108 ,rm’Eb on* nte:: 
108, 114, 314 ^ormn D'o nteD: 

400 ,C01ES nboc: 
20, 23, 24. 55, 90 ,pH2 'H^n 'a '82ns: 
95» >07-14, 145, 146, 156, 216, 
219, 294, 398, 299, 300, 30a, 310 
247 > nDE 32 
98, 320, 338 ,n 32 = nai2 

309, 333 ,(n*aTT) ,^’8 nbp >2 

321 ,(nuir) jD'on oe by© npir ho: 

326 ,t no: 
105 ,m©o; 
166 ,©an wo 
nama 'y ,naina 'nco 
104 ,pB;n nn: 
; 49 ,poao8 ;49 ,o eh ; nV?Dnn t?dt2 
yin 548, 49, 89, no, 260 jH'bO'H 
48, 49> 50, 5>* 52, 109, na ,tea©' 
,-aa ; 48, 49, 89, 260 ,ua©8 5351 
;49, 52, 107-12, 260, 351 
,ao:i© ;49i*Ba ;49,Cp^ "mno = ) 


174 ,pao 
36 ,ncy nbao 

3>3, 339 ip®* 50 
295, 319 ,oor© ntea 
16-18 ,norb©i nw ,rciwn mo 
52, 57, 206, 312 ,Ty nyo © oa, to'to 
344 ,mnB©o n©yo mo 
50 ,Vn;n ©no 
350 ,o'Vnn crro 
'5—; 49 ,pn© '0 ; 49 »08 'V©>h Timo 
irtan n era 
322, 324 ,n*V©o-mbtDO 
101 ,np ,82n*o 
305, 306 f nra© by 'o ; 24, 39 ,nnboo 

307 

n:a '5 ,roao 
104 ,(rvc'ic) -jo© ,00*0 
306 jHnp’cD wnro 
300, 324 ,pbo 
87, 88 ,r»aa fbo 
300, 32a ,bbo 
mbcm wa '5 ,nf?Bnn 0:120 

28l ,00© p2© 

3°5» 3087 328 ,owo 
50 ,r»a'pn b© via© by rpcio 
327 ,mro 
2, 3» 4 p«n TOO 
265, 267 ,p*mo pm ©Tipa p^yo 
51 ,rmoyo ,Tayp 
63 ,(nony) ,aarobH=aaro 
298, 299 ,na© b© nn:oa t©eo 
260-61 ,-nas noyna mac© 
286 ,8E28 rn ]2'pDO 
216, 317, 398 ,'CTE ©*H D© P12JO 
217-18 ,pna nribrn niso 
mbcnn tic© 'y—326,0030 
38 ,mso 
388 =to 

282 ,0*532 nwao 
42 ,p*y T18TO 
59,67, 69,aa ao-aio 
297, 321, 325 ,82EO "l©y«82EOTO 
317 pnr ]a ono 
86 ,pi83 apr' oh ,omo 
301, 325 ,(nw) ,-pB ,otio 
306 ,pb'po ,prmao 
297, 325 ,'ry -»oy*Tno 
338 ,rn^p ,mo 


Digitized by LjOOQle 



416 


bbz nns& 


372 ^rovs 'aw ,mrD 
a88 piEca mcpn n dwo ,a:~D 
319 ,rrTabr? ied 
343-4 ,(ivabna©) pom’ ied 
60 ,'wn 'ib nipia© ied 
153 ,D':i2nn' d, n^cn ,~dc 
,D'3rro rmn 'p ,wis'd 
nibcnn ttdt? ,w’odd'h 'p ,tidd 
3 ° 5 » 306, 307, 326, 328 ,nDT> 
335 ,nsn:? ,bpD 
65 ,’W DttJ ,n«^D 
71, 203, 3 Ia >*™d 
168, 174, 279, 387 ,imo 
174 ,*ditd ,’ 2 H’Tio ,rrwniD 

74, 81 ,n^3 iap 
341 ,m ,np 

4) 5, 84, 99> 104, 346 ,pp ,jw ir ,;wip 
341) 343 
43 ,n©o 'a ©wp 
190, 266 ,nEa'w - nca’p 
213 ,? w’bp 
T ) 3, a 79 ,°5? 
46-7 ,112©? -o’bp 
130, 131 ,rrrop 
10, ia, 13, 130,131, 384 ,b? iop ,iop 
43 ,702*3 ’aw ,}wio? 
295. 320 ,nVDDP 
43 Ob© nnan ,oidp 
19, 176, 179, 238, a6o, 397 ,pwa ,Diop 
301, 302, 303, 304, 306, 308-16, 
.DT2P 'l 11D 'p—326 
301, 335 ,wnrab idp 
279, mnp = mDTp 
344, 248 ,Nisr 

154 ,pnr 'aw ,wapTp 
180 ,jrrbi©r? rrvpp 
p©b ,n"?© 'p rvai? ; rvibonr? t»dt3 V ,aip 

D’bwPO©’ 

naia 'p ^’©an i*p ,nn^n 'aivp 
394 ,D'3iw:m *]npn 
ipva 'p ,pi? 
326 ,?©? 
35-6 ,rvnaTT i©p 

37a ,wdwe 
336, 239 »P'3'D 
401 ,11071 IDE 'e ,701 PD3 p’lE 
314. 340-1 , njvcte 


> 420 ,21? ; 48, a60 ,-ncc *,48, 49 
49 * % w ; 49 .p-3Cip ; 49, no ,ncip 

;49, 89, no, a60 ,r* 3 oii ; w'btrw 'n 
mar? .rrbrwa ,. .. roia 'p—260 ,porn 
.rrnnn nw’ip ,n©np ,1 w ,nco b© 
55. 67 ,apr # i *a» c’d 
372, 373 ,n’2iab t©ttd ,to 
n©vrp 'p ,-pnpa 
p’prta '? pta 
392 ,wnwE3 
138 ,H21Q’TDD’W ,npO©C2 ,©D3 
to© ,iap 'p—174 jonro 
305 jTwmwn bp -npa 
,n©?ip '? ,©ipa 
316 ,rm©wa yp o© ,tidi: 

249 ,VVP3=1?T3 
83, 96, 104 ,nwic3 ,w*©a 
339 .(n'cio) ,rrp'no ,anc©3 
15 >pT» ,pvr«ro 
23 ,rra:n p jro 
“pip 'r—23, 36 ,b»sTr 'a jib 
75) 83 ,vnrra p pna 
336 ,'htd’d S Tan p 

306 ,NTUD 
III ,1)1? C© ,HP© 
,’31 'p ,’3D 
377 ,'3TD”D p23D 
109, no, 114, ,’waiirj 'ib nraia itd 

115-17 

108, 178, 179,HDD b© 11D 
49, 89, 108, 109, no ,diqp 'i no 
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ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 


P. i, top. Comp, below, p. 57, n. 4.—P. 1, n. 1. Comp. 
Dr. Davidson, Parody in Jewish Literature, 21-2. — P. 2, 1. 3. 
The effigy was first crucified and then burnt, hence the accusation 
against the Jews that they do it “ in contemptu Christianae fidei." 
Comp. Carpus Jvjris Civilis, lex 11, Codex Justinianus I, 9, and 
Cassel in Ersch und Gruber, Encyelopadie , XXVII, 79. We may 
well assume that on account of this false accusation, the Jews 
living in Christian countries changed the old custom of burning 
Haman to that of “ knocking.”—P. 2, end. This Besponsum is 
identical with that found in Responsa, Mantua, 178, and Harkavy, 
173 3» 1- I 5» read VtrWTi.— P. 4> 1- 6, read pnOOTI.—P. 4, 

1. 7. Comp. Wertheimer, pto myD 'n PVVD, 22 b, where W 
is explained to have the meaning of ; some may have put this 
explanation into the text of the Talmud and therefore the question 
in our Besponsum.—P. 4, 1. 18, read nflnn.—P. 4, n. 1. Comp. 
xb'ton and pton in brf2V, 172 = I, 6; for p{>on in 'tW 
B'lhv *D3n, 62, read piB^.—P. 4, n. 9. Comp. Index, s. v. Jtny, 
the above-quoted passage from R. Saadia’s Commentary, fm \ m3K 
pU, ed. Schechter, 164, and i*n, 12 c.—P. 5, 1. 3. Harkavy, 
OB' OK!— P. 5, 1. 14, read 10nn 133.—P. 6, 1. 4, read 03.1 poj£.— 
P. 6, 1. 5. Harkavy, DnUD*> 10101—P. 6, 1. 13, read ^3B>3 *3.— 
P. 6,1. 17, read Kymo.—P. 6,1. 18, read ntfl.—P. 6, n. 9. Har¬ 
kavy, HBHB.—P. 6, n. 15, read DUDW.—P. 7, 1. 9 from below. 
Comp. Conforte, nnm K*np, 5 a, ed. Cassel, and below, p. 59, 
top.—P. 8,11. 9 and 14, for 106 read 10 b.—P. 8,1. 2 from below. 
Comp. B. Saadia’s Commentary on Berakot, 6 b.—P. 13, n. 16. 
Add. and B.—P. 16, 1. 22. Comp. Albargeloni's rrw 'D BniD, 
335.—P. 16,1. 23, read 7\b. —P. 16, last line, read DW1.—P. 17, 
1. 15, read —P. 18,1. 6, read b& bv •—P. 20, 1. 12, add. The 
authorship of B. Hai is however very doubtful.—P. 20,1. 4 from 
below. Comp. Pardes, 31c, where this Besponsum is ascribed to 
B. Zemah.—P. 21, 1. 16. Comp. i>n*3B', 399.—P. 21, 1. 18, read 
411, 114 b.—P. 21, 1. 25. Comp. vol. I, pp. 8-9 and 47.—P. 22, 
1. 30. Comp. Pardes, 21 b-21 c, and Epstein in pun, VI, 70.— 
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P. 23, 1 . 34. Comp. Dr. Aptowitzer’s instructive note on this 
Responsum in J.Q.fi ., XVIII, 135-4°*—P* 24, 1 . 30. Comp, 
below, p. 219.—P. 26, 1 . 2. The usual spelling MK is met 
with below, p. 32, 1. 9.—P. 38, n. 3, end. Comp. R. Abraham 
Ibn Sabba, HDT1 TO, 97 c (ed. Venice, 1567): DK new 

mo# rami q'tod '' mu rorro ii> peny noian [ynivo] 
ikod' t6i irai? nuno rrcw na pint* nwi ymn D3S3 didk 'i 5 >y 
mrnon ny nnaro ww mtc nw nnoiyn. Ibn Sabba does not 
give his source for this statement, but we may well assume that 
he drew on a Geonic writing. Comp, also Horowitz, NnBDin 
Nnptfiy, V, 26.—P. 39, 1 . 4. * Aruk y s.v. JD1, reads likewise ni 3 D*T, 
our texts of the Talmud have ' 13 DT—P. 39, 11 . 8 and 15, read 
p^N'3.—P. 46,1. 15, read nniDNfl.—P. 48, 1. 5 from below, read 
Bet ha-Midrash.—P. 48, last line. The 'my 3 TOD, given in Berliner- 
Hoffmanns, Magazin, 1886, 11, has nna for n'"W.—P. 49, 1 . 12. 
That the old Italian ritual knew only 1 D 3 can be seen from bt\ 0 2 J&, 
38.—P. 49, last line. Comp. vol. I, 207 top, where a Geonic 
Responsum is quoted, according to which the insertion of yotf 
in the HPVIp had its origin in the religious persecution of the 
Jews by the Persian king Yesdegerd (about 456). Another 
change in the liturgy is also ascribed to a religious persecution 
by the Persians, comp, below, p. 298, probably that instigated 
by Yesdegerd. The statement of Samuel al-Maghribi (Afonats- 
schrift , XLII, 123 et seq.) goes back to these Geonic traditions. 
Attention should be called to the fact that Kalir had before him 
yog? in the WHp, as can be seen from his Ktdushah for Bosh 
ha-Shanah in the German Mahzor.—P. 50, n. 7. Comp. 'ID 
cfow.-i, Bereshit, end: idt H33 by S>mo mo $>nm m'pn ion bv— 
P. 51, 1 . 2. IDyo is about the same as 'pIDB which precede 

n^BTlI ycg? mara.—P. 51, 1 . 11. Concerning this insertion, comp, 
my note in Z, H. B ., IX, 106.—P. 52, 1 . 12, read “1D1N1.—P. 52, 
1 . 18. This statement regarding H3pn seems to contradict 
the statement on p. 51, 1. 2, according to which yog? was recited 
5 JD 1 M, but this contradiction disappears if we take here 5 |D 1 M to 
have the meaning “ in addition/ 1 —P. 53, n. 2. Comp. vol. I, 4, 
n. 1, and R. Moses of Coucy, 3D*D, Commandement, 63.—P. 54, 16. 
Comp. vol. I, 7, n. 1, where this Hezekiah is identified as the 
grandson of R. Tob and great-grandson of R. Paltoi. He was a 
prominent member of the Pumbeditan Academy and my theory 
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concerning the title "HD is accordingly untenable. Comp, 
also the Babylonian R. Asaph, TiD \ in R.lt.J LV, 50.— 
P. 54, bottom, read npSt.—P. 55, 1. 24. The Spaniard R. Yom- 
Tob (Rl'on; Gittin, 76) calls R. Moses of Tachau (Bohemia) 
Tisnvn and in the same way is the German R. Meir of Rothen- 
burg described as , . , * Itfl'B* by the Provencal 

R. Menahem Meiri in the introduction to his iTVfian 1TQ. On 
the other hand R. Isaac of Corbeil uses MBtt instead of nBlV 
in the introduction to his p*DD. n D1V was the general name 
applied by the Spaniards and Proven9als to any European country 
except their own, while the Germans and the inhabitants of 
Northern France applied W3BW to any European country which was 
not TiEJD or Even to-day we describe the Jews in Slavic 

countries as by which term we distinguish them from the 

DHIDD.—P. 56, Tfl. Comp. Responsa , Lyck, 59.—P. 57,1.1. 

in Hebrew 'J»' 3 nn DntMipn.—P. 57, 1 . 2. 3 nD=an no.— 
P. 58, 11 . II-18 ; in Hebrew = -|NBO nnt?n ; pD nnt< TnbxV VT V 
pun .... nae>n nunra .... niny nan by nW -nyi o^auon 
py»B> fQ m NBOB>.—p. 58, 1. 2 f. below, the text is unintelligible 
to me and seems to be corrupt.—P. 58, n. 3. Read: 5 a and 44 a.— 
P. 59, 1 . 2 ; in Hebrew=N'm niRK fatten.—P. 59, 1 . 4 3 RD^= 
an —P. 59, 1 . 10—'train DnDJipn. —P. 60, 1 . 4 from below, 
ill Hebrew = pp 10E» )b PKt? W njH^ T™. — P. 60, 
bottom= V'Dnn DntSJlpn. —P. 60, n. 5. Read Responsa .—P. 61, 
1 . 5=tUU NDH ,m \b rrtaen.— P. 61, 1 . 6. The Hebrew for 
n’lXDDK^K would be niJTDJn or D'nBDfl, but neither of the two 
makes any sense; perhaps = Hebrew DRD and comp. 

Hullin,61 b.—P. 61,1.8=rvanya p Dj ruyvi nua.—P.61,1.10 = 
nnrxn n«t?y by. —P. 61, L 12 = ntox mxt? nfon.—:P. 61, 1 . 14 = 
tnxo 13 nan pn 13 -out? pn pdb.— P. 61, 1.16= . . . tetaa 

PPB.— P. 61, 1. 17 = wn onDJlpn.— P. 65, n. 7. Read : in any 
other place except Ketubot, 45 a.—P. 67,11.1-5 = p$>nnD [no’BH] ini 
anao npnyn , nntt DintMip ttw dji 'tnbvn pi>nn no'trn ; ut?n 
nix net? pan bv it [tanaa].— P. 67, 1. 10. This R. Aaron is 
undoubtedly R. Aaron Sargado, the Gaon of Pumbedita.—P. 69, 
1.1 ='jrt?nn ontMipn.— :P. 69,11.3-15 =nan? , n t?ta unxdi 
n' by mat? nwn r6w?m ana«r by 'ipbvm D’ajri by ; mW nt? 
nnt? D’pcn t?to ; Dnuo pa rrn win iM>snnt? n» ;... an no 
map max n*!>t? ; nntt by nna nut? rnn trton ; maxn i>y [neyn] 
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rO& The last Responsum deals with the question whether 

the blessing over the light in the Habdalah ceremony may be 
recited by the Hazan, the congregation following in silence. 
Comp, below, p. 258.—P. 69, 1 . 17. For 'HP read ; in Hebrew 
= nypna [? D'-i:a] nue6 aruon dmh.—P. 69, 11 . 19-23 =u’K*i 
yawp 'D ; nnio rnco W bv •f’ ; pod [imao jtnn mro ant? 
invD Dipo e* riDjan jyaa ('n) D$>iyi> nan on? njp» vb& 
D'i>3M^.—P. 70,1.2 =w6m [IncN' on] not<t&i Sna 5 >n» enn e*n; 
comp. Nahmanides, nU2r6o,.Beraifco<,VII,end.—P. 70, 1 .4,Hebrew= 
r6ya dm npoiDD nnw ne*.—P. 70, 1.6=^nts^ psar nett 
DVD tjiDa 'J'QB* anvn miyD 1^3R' vb. The meaning of the Arabic 
is very obscure, it may refer either to npDDDn miyD or to 'O'er 

mxy—P. 70,11. 8-22=an m: aaw ; rro aaw i>y ytrv np i>ya 
; wbn nn 'no nnx nw [nxfow im pirnn] 3 Mnt? -wid dm ; oaenoi 
noo droid pM nvnan 'oat? no ; na'b m$d pbr6 m$> nvn uw oa' 
paD mw 5 >no ; wim 1 he d’bom noa ,n»o dSj dm jpnas] 
— .none nn^i i>3 pi> dm ipnsb jrin m^b» nyj ; nam ova nimn 
P. 71, 1 .2 = noM niinna mai>n S>yat?.—P. 71, l. 4=nit yawn fawn 
nwnpun 'aapyor—P.71, 1 .8= bv yan in piMn.—P.71,11.9-12 
=Dn'Diinn ; mxao v{>m wap 'md vnri? mW nry d'jbw onoiipn 
ioy wen MniD nans* twn nnra ia b*.—P. 72, end. Comp, the Kespon- 
sum by It. Nathan b. Hananiah of Kairwan in yVtf HR, I, 176, and 
the formula for a Kctubah by R. Hai Gaon in rDDBR, HI, 46, 7.— 
P. 74 > L *5* The Responsum in Responsa, Man., 120, is an extract 
of that in our Fragment.—P. 76, end. Comp. Tftur, II, 18 c, who 
quotes a Geonic Responsum contradictory to the view given in our 
Fragment.—P. 81, end. Comp, below, pp. 196-7.—P. 85, top. 
This Responsum is fully discussed by me in vol. I, pp. 101-3.— 
P. 85, 1 . 1 of the Hebrew. The superscription, D^yi"n^R, is a 
note by the copyist indicating that he took this Responsum from 
a quire (= 3 Tl), which began with an explanation on Berakot , 44 a, 
top, D.TJD$> Wan, and continued till D'aayi D^Rfl Our texts 

of the Mishnah and Talmud, Berakot , 1 . c., read but MS. M 
has the plural 0r6, and in a similar passage, Tosefta, Berakot , 
IV, 8, we have likewise D»*6 ; Berakot , 43 b, Dn^Di> W 3 H.—P. 87 , 
1 . 11. Comp., however, J. Q. R XVIII, 402, and XIX, 106, where 
references are made to a prominent man by the name of R. Aaron, 
who flourished about this time.—P. 87, end of the English The 
writer of this letter is perhaps R. Joseph, the opponent of R. Saadia. 
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It is true R. Sherira in his Letter , 40, n, informs us that 
R. Joseph settled in Bozrah, bat he may have stayed for a short 
time in Bagdad^—P. 87, L 1 of the Hebrew. For *]'Dn is perhaps 
to be read JDIt—P. 89, 1 . 6. Comp. R. Saadia in his commentary, 
ad loe.—P. 89, 1 . 8. This insertion in the Geiillah is found 
in a Genizah Fragment, comp. R.lZ.J., LHI, 236—P. 89, end. 
Comp. vol. I, pp. 134-5, where this question coucerning the Geiillah 
is fully discussed.—P. 89, n. 1. Read in the MS.—P. 91, 1 . 24, read 
Dlian.—P. 94, 1 . 20, readHaninah instead of Hananiah.—P. 95, end. 
The language of this Responsum is rather obscure; D'BTl may refer 
to the person as well as the property.—P. 96, 1 . 10. Comp, above, 
p. 10, last line.—P. 96, n. R. Sherira in his Letter , and R. Nathan 
ha-Babli use IPBO and for the exilarch; comp, also above, p. 83, 
the Chronicle of Ahimaaz, 130,15, and Hekalot , ed. Wertheimer, 9 b. 
—P. 98, n. 6. Comp, below, p. 166.—P. 99, 1 . 4 : “ related.” 

—P. 101, 1 . 16. Comp. Bet Yosef J Haehen Mishpat , 290, 30.— 
P. 102, 11 . 9 and 13, read D 3 p.—P. 103, 1 . 6, read myPD.— 
P. 103, n. 7, read on, and comp. Index , s.v. R. Amram in his 
Responsum quoted in 4 Aruk , s.v. *TDB likewise uses DH in the 
meaning of *D 3 .—P. 106, 1 .14, read 12 V n 31 om.—P. 106, n. 2. For 
on read Dfl, and comp, addition to p. 103, n. 7.—P. 106, 11. 15, 
read Baba Batra , 94 a.—P. 108, 1 . 4. Attention should be called 
to the fact that the benediction has D'T Wm and not D'T ; 
the use of the same expression by the author of the «T&R '22 ten 
would rather indicate the Geonic time, and not the Mishnic as 
Friedmann maintains in his introduction, 126.—P. no, 1 . 22. 
R. Saadia in his commentary on Berakot , 22 a, explains 
by OVOT bv fDipoi nutfl 1*on. — P. i io, 1 . 5 from below. A 
Geonic Responsum in 31, describes min '33 in the following 

words: r\ 2 F)t 2 iTpB3 P'VDT ^ 3 , and this statement seems to corro¬ 
borate my assumption that the Tallit was not worn generally.— 
P. hi, 1 . 19. The text in p. 118, 11 . 10-12 can, however, be 
restored; read friBl pnmya pw niBljn D'HJ 1 TO 

p»ai . . . r6’at<a *iidnb> mo -p ppjn ^aa. The decision 
of the Gaon agrees with m HD'tO a^n TIO'K DIC’D jn jniDK, 
the opinion given in Shtdhan 4 Aruk, Yoreh Deah , 68, 10.—P. in, 
n. 1. Is *bn 22 = 'bn 22'2 'l%— P. 112, 1 . 15. In 3 *n, 100 this 
decision is ascribed to R. Paltoi.—P. 112, 1 . 21. Comp, below, 
p. 351.—P. 113, 1 . 15. Perhaps ." 13 'E* Dm 3 f 2 ; comp. 
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Harkavy, Saadia , 114.—P, 114, 1 . 3, read iWTI.—P. 115, L 19, 
read HD9) — P. 115, 1. 23: DV.— P. 116, 1. 14, read *WP.— 
P. 116, n. 5. For *6 read m—P. 118, 1 L 10-12. Comp, 
additional note to p. 111, 1 . 19.—P. 118, n. 3. Our texts read.— 
P. 119, 11 . 20-21, read JfD iftib TO . , • Tm TO.— 

P. 119, L 25: fipiopn —P. 119, L 26: ^nnD u removed.”— 
P. 119, L 99: wto.—P. 131, 1 .10: rrmyrb.— P. 138, n. 

Comp., however, Yemshcdmi, Peak , VIII, 21a, according to which 
TO* is a euphemism for n^phpp.—P. 141, 1 . 27, read : pp. 70 (/d), 
139 (^)> 1 49 (0*B), and comp. Responsa, Mant., 91.—P. 145, 
10 end, read: as that found in Responsa, Mant., 139, and also 
quoted.—P. 145, 1 . 29. This Responsum is perhaps only a different 
version of that by R. Nahshon Gaon, quoted by R. Bez&lel Ash¬ 
kenazi in his nvaipD TOB?, Ketubot , comp. Mttller, Mafieah , 134.— 
P. 146, 1 . 9. Comp, also Responsa , Mant., 122 ; the author is 
R. Hai.—P. 146, 1 . 14. This Responsum is found in Respoma, 
Mant., 226.—P. 147, bottom. A similar symbolic use of a cock is 
its use as TOM ; comp. R. Solomon ben Adret's Responsa, I, 396.— 
P. 148,1.17, read: found in Respoma, Mant., 15, and in.—P. 149, 1 .2. 
This Responsum is identical with that found in Respoma, Mant., 
29.—P. 149,1. 12. Our Responsum is shortened from that given 
in Respoma, Mant., 16.—P. 149, 1 . 17. This Responsum is found 
in Respoma, Mant., 17.—P. 152, n. 5. Comp, also Sachs, Beitrdge, 
I, 63, and Griinbaum, GesammeUe Aufsdtze , 421-3, — P. 157, 
1. 20 read: This Responsum is identical with that by XL Nahshon 
given in fv, 43 k, 48, of which 99 a, 22 is perhaps another 
version.—P. 160, n. 2. Comp. Index , s.v. DJI. —P. 167, n. 1. 
After having written this I found that Mr. A. Epstein has given 
a similar explanation of the three yods in p*VWT, comp, the 
Hebrew periodical, DTOH, 1887, 87-88.—P. 176, 1 . 15. Comp. 
R. Saadia*s Commentary on Berakot, note 12 1.— P. 191, L 17. 
Comp, nrfv r6np, 72 (l), where the Responsum by R. Sherira 
and R. Hai concerning pTOI PJ 3 ]"QirD is referred to.—P. 204, 
n. 3. Comp. D*ri, 15, 16.—P. 218, n. 2. In Midrash ha-Gadal 
I, 709 is corrupted from OT11TO.—P. 258, 1 . 20. Comp, 

also YalktU Makiri on Mishle, ed. Griinhut (= VI, 14 a), 

where the reading is the same as in our Fragment—P. 290, 

1. 13, read: we know that the Geonim of Sura, Saadia.—P. 299, 

1 . 11. In the Talmud passage, Sotah, 49 a, NYVD1 NBTOp is fcOTD 
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=H3^n p“lB in opposition to the following Rj"tt3R. Rapoport, 
H1-I3N, misunderstood the proper meaning of it.—P. 306, 

I . 4 (note). Comp, also Midrash ha-Gadol, 632 "DID inR.—P. 307, 

n. 2. Comp, also minn ^y rnDDin, Exod. xii. 30, where HDD 
= Rr6'DD.— P. 339, 1 . 18. Perhaps 33DDD is to be read instead 
of comp. p. 283.—P. 343 (XLIII). Comp. Sachs, Beitrdge , 

II, 156-8.—P. 343, 1 . 18: ratan or piatan by.— P. 366, 1 .17. 

Comp. R. Hai, T3DD1 npD, 82 a, who has the reading 3*1 H3D )bx .— 
P. 388, n. 1. The spelling HD—from which UHD as title among 
the Ashkenazim !—is found in ItO 121. 
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